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ABSTRACT 
This thesis is an exercise in policy sociology. Its interest is in the politics of influence in the 
production of higher education entry policy in Australia, particularly as this is engaged within 
the State of Queensland across the period March 1987 to March 1996. The research examines a 
'package' of higher education entry policies and government documentation during this period, 
generated from both federal and State levels of the Australian state, and is concerned with their 
determinations and effects as much as their content. Further, and unlike some policy analyses, 
the research proposes that an understanding of the state is important for those who seek to 
understand influence in the production of education policy and social policy more generally. 
Policies emanating from the federal level of the Australian state and analysed within this thesis 
for their contribution to contextual understandings of Australian higher education entry policy, 
include Higher Education: A Policy Statement (Dawkins, 1988) and A Fair Chance for All: 
Higher Education That's Within Everyone's Reach (DEET, 1990), as well as the 'Finn-
Carmichael-Mayer policy triad' (Henry & Taylor, 1994) and numerous documents and 
statements on open learning, credit transfer and the recognition of prior learning (RPL). 
Queensland policies on higher education entry also referted to within this study include Tertiary 
Entrance in Queensland: A Review (Pitman, 1987), the Report of Committee of Inquiry into the 
Funding of Higher Education Places in Queensland (Sherrin, 1988), and The Review of 
Tertiary Entrance in Queensland, 1990 (Viviani, 1990). 
Dale's (1986) identification of research topics and the resources to explore them and Tesch's 
(1989) distinction between the focus and purpose of research provide the thesis with two topics 
for research, its focus and purpose each a resource for the investigation of the other. That is, 
Australian higher education entry policy as manifested in Queensland - the research focus - is 
both a topic for analysis and a resource for theorising influence in the production of state policy 
- the research purpose - and vice versa. In addition to the policy documents mentioned above, 
other resources include government and quasi-govemment documents, newspaper articles and 
related academic literature that pertain to the research period. However, the primary data 
analysed within the thesis are 27 semi-structured interviews with policy actors located within 
and around the Australian state; politicians and political advisors, bureaucrats and policy 
advisors, independent authorities, and academics and university administrators involved at both 
federal and Queensland levels of the state. 
The orientation of the thesis is critical and post-structural. It argues for a critical dialectic 
approach to theorising influence and policy production which accounts for both coherence and 
complexity; an analysis that seeks explanation but also acknowledges and accommodates 
discontinuity and exception in such explanation. This is attempted through deconstructing 
policy and accounts of its production, through post-structural methods, to identify their texts. 
discourses and ideologies. In reconstructing these policy intentions and practices, the thesis 
employs a quasi-historical case study method and techniques of critical discourse analysis 
which are informed by three broad narratives that include a critical historicism and Foucauldian 
contributions of archaeology and genealogy. 
In keeping with these critical and post-structural understandings, the research adopts a view of 
the state as a strategic-relational terrain (Jessop, 1990), multi-sited and differentiated in its 
interests and influence, and of policy as text,discourse and ideology. Policy production is 
theorised as a process in which policy is determined by dominant discourses or 'temporary 
policy settlements', evident in contexts in which the state exercises significant influence. Such 
influence, it is argued, is secured through strategies that establish and negotiate the parameters 
and particulars of policy and its production. 
Drawing on an analysis of the policy documents, the thesis contends that during the research 
period Australian higher education entry policy was resettled from a traditional or 'qualified-
entry' arrangement to a 'diversified-entry' settlement in which more and different kinds of 
Australians were given access to higher education. However, this was accompanied by a 
differentiation in the higher education which students entered and an expansion in the post-
secondary school destinations they were offered, such that privilege for certain groups of 
Australians was largely maintained. In exploring the strategies engaged by state actors to 
establish the parameters for this resettlement of Australian higher education entry, the research 
identifies two broad strategies within the interview data related to setting agendas and licensing 
policy actors and sites of policy production. The first notes the prescription, incorporation, 
leverage, currency, mediation and dislocation associated with setting policy agendas, while the 
second illustrates the claims to authority, boundary redrawing, and the selection of people, 
places and processes for policy production. Strategies for negotiating settlement particulars are 
also identified within the interview transcripts and are proposed as trading, bargaining, arguing, 
stalling, manoeuvring, and lobbying. 
The empirical contribution of the research is not just in its identification of a shift from 
'qualified' to 'diversified' entry in Australian higher education but that the latter also enabled 
privileged entry to become better hidden. Whereas, the theoretical contribution of the research 
is in its conception of temporary policy settlements which are strategically established and 
negotiated within specific contexts, and in the identification of these strategies and their 
interrelations. Within such understanding, the research demonstrates that while state actors and 
their policy networks might appear to be potentially similarly influential in the determination of 
policy particulars, some enjoy a significant and strategic position in establishing parameters for 
policy production which have implications for what policies are seen as desirable and possible. 
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REFERENCING NOTE 
There are two particular referencing conventions utilised throughout this thesis and about which 
the reader should be aware. First, a distinction is made between State and state as follows: 
State 
state 
(first letter capitalised) refers to one territory in a federation of territories 
which constitute a nation, as indicated in 'the State of Queensland' 
(without capitalisation) refers to a nation's collective political governance, as 
indicated in 'the Australian state'. 
Secondly, accompanying the thesis is a Companion Volume of Interviews which contains full 
transcripts of the 27 interviews that inform this research. Where reference is made to these the 
surname and identifying category of the interviewee are followed by the page number of the 
companion volume on which the reference appears. Further explanation of these referencing 
details can be found in Chapters 1 and 5. 
CHAPTER I 
EXPLORATIONS IN POLICY SOCIOLOGY 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This thesis is an exploration in 'policy sociology' (Ozga, 1987; Ball, 1990; Bowe, Ball & 
Gold, 1992). Specifically, it undertakes a 'political sociology' (Yeatman, 1990, p. ix; Dale, 
1994, p. 40) of Australian higher education entry policy and of influence in the production of 
policy within the Australian state. The central argument throughout is that strategy, conceived 
within temporary policy settlements, provides explanation of influence in policy production 
which accommodates both coherence and complexity. That is, policy settlements are 
characterised by largely coherent parameters bordering often complex particulars which are both 
strategically constituted and maintained. As an introduction to such sociological exploration, 
this first Chapter traverses two broad areas. First, it locates and frames the research and the 
researcher in personal, empirical, theoretical, and methodological terms. Secondly, it describes 
the organisation of the thesis; its Chapters, their groupings, intent and content. As such, the 
Chapter is one of introductions: to specific questions and problems and to their importance, 
significance, relevance, contribution, and directions for policy research. While these are also 
the substance of subsequent Chapters, their perusal here provides a rationale and an overview 
for what follows. 
1.2 LOCATING THE RESEARCH 
As indicated by the title and subtitle of this thesis, the research aim is to investigate what 
influenced the production of higher education entry policy in Australia from March 1987 to 
March 1996. Introduced here are elements that contribute to this investigation including how 
these frame the research question itself. The contention is that researchers do not simply 
identify issues for research and then seek out appropriate 'tools' of exploration, but that from 
particular locations different researchers also tend to ask some questions more than others. In 
other words, issues for research are not arbitrarily chosen but are connected to and embedded in 
the personal and professional interests of researchers - who they are as people - and the 
contexts which inform these personalities and their interests. It is in this intertextual sense that 
the personal, empirical, theoretical and methodological frames of reference, with respect to this 
research into Australian higher education entry policy, are discussed in this Chapter. 
1.2.1 Personal frames of reference: a brief biography of the researcher 
Since the late 1960s and early 1970s issues of higher education entry have featured prominentiy 
in the Australian media, particulariy prior to the beginning of each academic year when offers to 
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enrol in specific institutions are made to prospective students. Invariably, there are several 
reasons for such coverage including the appeal of newsworthy aspects of higher education 
entry; the personal stories of those who gain access alongside those who 'miss out'. In eariy 
1997 the media attention given to these issues was characterised by the tide on the front page of 
Australia's most popular tabloid. The Daily Telegraph, which read 'The Class We Failed' and 
under which were pichired the 1996 final-year students of Mount Druitt State High School in 
Sydney's western suburbs {The Daily Telegraph, 8 January, 1997, p. 1). 
The accompanying article detailed the omission of these 55 students from offers of entry to the 
State's universities even though they had all passed their senior secondary school examinations 
and had received relevant and related certificates. What these students did not achieve, 
however, was a Tertiary Entrance Rank (TER) - a number in the entry waiting list, calculated 
from an individual's school results, and issued to all qualifying students - that was 'good 
enough' to secure an offer of a university place; the highest TER achieved at the school was 44 
out of a possible 100. Amongst a number of issues, the central argument within the newspaper 
article was that New South Wales schooling had failed these students; a particularly disturbing 
and discriminatory outcome, it suggested, given the predominantiy working class locations of 
these students. Yet, what remained unexplored in the article was that these issues of entry 
involve 'place availability' as much as they embrace 'appropriate' preparations and particular 
entry standards. 
Apart from my location as an academic and the interest that this generates with respect to issues 
of student entry to higher education, it is probably the circumstances surrounding my own 
experience of entering university that first drew my attention to such matters. Graduating from 
secondary school in 1973 and hopeful of entering university in 1974,1 was aware that in order 
to gain entry I required results of a high academic standard; although, I cannot say that such 
knowledge translated easily into the achievement of this standard. It was not just that good 
results were needed to 'succeed' in the competition for university places but also that the socio-
economic circumstances of my family were such that an offer of a place was no guarantee that I 
would be able to accept it. Even though I had an older brother and sister attending university at 
the time, their attendance had been achieved in part through their respective receipt of State and 
federal government scholarships awarded on the basis of their academic merit. Given my 
location as third in a family of six children with minimal financial resources, especially for 
higher education, it was made clear to me that my attendance needed to be similarly secured. 
As it eventuated, at the completion of 1973 my school results were mediocre - even though they 
enabled me to obtain a Higher School Certificate (HSC) - and, from my perspective, the 
prospect of entering university seemed remote. However, what I had not understood or even 
been aware of prior to 1974 was that students entering university in that year were subject to a 
new agreement negotiated between the recentiy elected Whitlam Federal Labor Govemment and 
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Australia's respective State governments; an agreement that injected new levels of funding (and, 
therefore, places) into Australian higher education, removed student tuition fees, and introduced 
a means-tested student allowance. These new financial arrangements had the effect of 
reworking previous notions of what constituted being 'good enough' to enter university and 
what resources were needed to do so; opening the door, particulariy to the newer universities 
established in the mid to late 1960s, for students like myself who otherwise would have been 
denied access at a time of growing student demand for places. 
Drawing on these experiences, I began to recognise the involvement of policy in the 
determination of legitimate entry qualifications - the politically constructed dimensions of 
'objectivity' - which motivated my later exploration of tertiary entrance assessment policy 
within tiie context of a Master of Educational Administration dissertation (see Gale, 1991). The 
study developed a useful framework for policy analysis and partially applied it to The Review 
of Tertiary Entrance in Queensland, 1990 (Viviani, 1990). Yet I became aware through the 
research process that while I was generally able to identify who had influence in producing 
policy I could not fully explain how this influence was secured. Moreover, I was challenged 
by Nancy Viviani's comments about my dissertation - the principal author of the policy 
document I analysed and also an informant in my study - that I had taken what my informants 
had said too much on face value (see Appendix A). I began to wonder whether my research 
had naively understood influence in policy production as simply determined by policy actor 
locations and had not questioned how those authoritative locations had been established and 
maintained. 
This short anecdotal record of my engagement with university entrance provides at least three 
explanations for the research explored within this volume, and related research which I have 
reported elsewhere (see Appendix B). First, it makes explicit my personal interests in the 
substantive focus of the research on higher education entry policy and the framing of such 
research by my 'discursive history' (Yeatman, 1990, p. 152). Secondly, it recognises the 
significance of entry issues for large numbers of similariy positioned and concerned individuals 
who have personal interests in how higher education entry is arranged. As Viviani counsels: 
... if you had teenage children and you're worried about them getting into university, then 
you would know how really hard and important this issue is. And if there's no chance 
for your kids to get into university then you're likely to have a different view about what 
rules society and the validity of this, and that's what makes this a really important issue. 
(Viviani, AUA, p. 204) 
Thirdly, my personal references not only draw attention to the influence of policy as an issue 
for research but to influence itself in the production of policy. Each of these concerns is 
reflected below in the framing of the empirical, theoretical and methodological aspects of the 
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research, and provides further explanation for exploring influence in the production of 
Australian higher education entry policy. 
1.2.2 Empirical frames of reference: a focus for research 
Accounting for the focus of research does not rest solely with personal interests but is also 
connected with broader evidentiary and contextual references. The contention here is that 
during the late 1980s and eariy to mid 1990s, higher education entry and related matters were of 
considerable importance in Australia; matters dealt with in some detail in Chapter 6 and to lesser 
degrees in Chapters 7 and 8. The following provides preliminary observations for such 
exploration. 
The nine year period between March 1987 and March 1996 was one of significant adjustment in 
Australian higher education; a time during which the cohort of final-year secondary school 
students seeking and gaining entry into university increased from elite to mass to near universal 
proportions (Trow, 1974; Lingard, Bartlett, Knight, Porter & Rizvi, 1994). This was also 
achieved alongside high unmet demand for university places, fuelled by the collapse of the 
teenage labour market. In addition, and perhaps as a consequence, increases in student demand 
and participation were accompanied by significant changes in govemment policies. Whereas 
little had altered following the Whitiam initiatives of 1974, system-wide change became a 
feature of Australian higher education entry policy between Labor's re-election in March 1987 
and its electoral defeat in March 1996, perhaps more noticeable at the outset of the period but 
also evident throughout. Most significantly, from March 1987 John Dawkins, as Minister for 
Employment, Education and Training, presided over a number of initiatives - including the 
creation of the Federal Department of Employment, Education and Training and the production 
of the Green and White papers on higher education (Dawkins, 1987a; 1988) - which led to the 
creation of the Unified National System of Australian Universities and to the general expansion 
of higher education provision. 
These adjustments to higher education entry policy were for the most part accompanied by a 
Queensland Labor Govemment led by Wayne Goss; in office from December 1989 to February 
1996. During the research period, including the years before the election of Queensland Labor, 
the Queensland Govemment initiated: the restructuring of its Department of Education, begun 
before the change in govemment but deepened because of that change; the establishment in 
1990 of an Office of Higher Education; the commissioning of a number of reviews of higher 
education entry in Queensland (Pitman, 1987; Sherrin, 1988; Viviani, 1990); and tiie creation in 
1992 of the Tertiary Entrance Procedures Authority (TEPA). At the time, Queensland was 
amongst a number of Australian States undergoing restructuring of their education systems, 
although few of these States were governed by the same political party as their federal 
counterpart. 
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At least four broad observations can be made with regard to these brief and partial accounts of 
events and circumstances surrounding Australian higher education entry. First, they signal a 
differentiation within the Australian state with respect to higher education entry policy and its 
production. Given the location of higher education as a legislative responsibility of Australian 
States and as a financial responsibility of Australia's federal govemment, the Australian federal 
state appears as a 'constellation of sites' (Saunders, 1981); its policy activity the subject of 
various and sometimes competing influences. Secondly, within this account there is evidence 
that higher education entry policy was also subject to influences amongst the broader artay of 
education policies. As Ball (1990) notes with respect to the United Kingdom, there are a 
variety of educations and a variety of influences upon each of them; comments with particular 
relevance to higher education entry in Australia which is located at policy intersections of 
schooling, higher education, and technical and further education (TAFE), and amongst their 
often competing organising logics. 
Thirdly, Australian education, including higher education, was repositioned during this period 
to respond more directiy to the demands of the Australian economy; demands which were 
interpreted within the public sector in terms of efficiency (doing more with less), accountability, 
and productivity (being more visibly orientated to the needs of the economy). In the United 
Kingdom, where previously education was regarded as distantiy related to these purposes. Ball 
(1990) suggests that education was given a central and 'starring role'. In Australia, and 
particularly in relation to higher education, this was similarly implied through slogans such as 
'the clever country' which required universities to produce more and certain types of graduates. 
Fourthly, this dominance of neo-classical economics within Australian education policy was 
accompanied by the displacement of'those "experts", "specialists" and "professionals" referred 
to as the "educational establishment" ... their control over meaning lost, their professional 
preferences replaced' (Ball, 1990, p. 18). Higher education entry policy, too, was (re)framed 
within this view of economics which wrested meaning, if not participation, from those 
established educationalists previously influential in the production of such policy. 
These issues are discussed more fully throughout this volume and are also diagrammatically 
represented in Appendix C.l. Drawn from this discussion and with indication of where and 
how they are addressed within the thesis, the diagram poses four questions as guidelines for 
researching the substantive dimensions of Australian higher education entry policy. They are: 
What is Australian higher education entry policy? What is the Australian state? What was the 
higher education entry settlement in Australia from March 1987 to March 1996? How did the 
state produce Australian higher education entry policy? The exploration of these questions 
within this research is confined to Australians seeking access to undergraduate courses within 
Australian universities. Hence, the influx of overseas students into Australian universities as 
another form of entry is not considered, nor are changes to entry arrangements for postgraduate 
courses. It is this bounded set of empirical questions that provide the focus for the research and 
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its enquiry into influence in the production of state poUcy. 
1.2.3 Theoretical frames of reference: a purpose for research 
Additional frames of reference for the research, which provide further explanation for focusing 
on these empirical issues, are derived from theoretical contributions within die discipline of 
sociology; in particular, the 'new' sociology of education (established in the early 1970s) and a 
more recent and related field of policy analysis (conceived in die mid 1980s) increasingly 
referred to as pohcy sociology and less frequentiy as 'critical policy scholarship' (Grace, 
1991). These references to sociology provide at least three parameters for policy research: first, 
much sociology of education accommodates and pursues a broad empirical concern with issues 
related to accessing education; secondly, the new sociology of education highlights the 
importance within sociological analysis of die agency and processes of education; and thirdly, 
policy sociology draws attention to die politics of policy production and die role of the state. 
These parameters are briefly introduced below. 
An enduring theme within sociology, and which has relevance for this study, involves an 
interest in the social and economic locations of and opportunities for individuals. Early 
sociology of education sought to 'broaden the notion of poverty from lack of income to lack of 
education ... [and was] concemed to show how the distribution of life chances through 
education can be seen as an aspect of the class stmcture' (Young, 1971, pp. 24-25). The 
empirical focus for much of this early analysis tended to be on secondary education. However, 
in the late 1980s and early to mid 1990s with the near universal retention of Australian students 
to the final year of their secondary schooling, entry into AustraUan higher education now 
warrants similar investigation (Gale & McNamee, 1995). 
Any refocussing on other sites of accessing education also requires recognition that 
explanations of education inequalities offered by early sociology were rather 'structuralist'. 
That is, diere was a tendency to describe particular educational opportunities as a function of 
social stratification. With die intervention of die 'new' sociology of education, a greater 
emphasis has been placed on the analysis of educational processes, opening the 'black box' of 
education for renewed examination and explanation of its involvement in die constmction of 
social and economic differences. From its inception some education sociologists, such as 
Gorbutt (1972), considered the micro-political arena as die primary focus for a new sociology 
of education, while others, such as Bemstein (1972), tied to marry diis concern with 'old' 
understandings, advocating the accommodation of stmcture/process and macro/micro relations. 
The legacy of diis debate persists within more recent sociological analysis of education pohcy -
discussed in Chapter 4 - and the respective positions held by sociologists such as Stephen Ball 
and Roger Dale. Different views are ascribed to these positions, particularly with respect to 
issues concerning the state, but both draw attention to pohcy as process and to the micro-
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politics of policy production; important understandings for this research. More broadly, 
sociology's entry into fields of policy analysis has been quite significant. Indeed, while other 
traditions associated with social policy and social administration, government and politics, and 
the history of education have concerned themselves with education policy, most recent and 
substantive research (for example Ozga, 1987; Dale, 1989; Ball, 1990; Ozga, 1990; Dale & 
Ozga, 1991; Lingard, 1991; Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992; Dale, 1992; Dale & Ozga, 1993; 
Lingard, 1993a; Ball, 1994a) has come: 
... from within the sociology of education, especially from those working within, or 
influenced by, the 'new' sociology of education, and, especially, those of a Marxist or 
neo-Marxist persuasion or at least concemed with the relationship of the state to education 
as a central problem. (Ozga, 1987, p. 139) 
In summary, and by way of definition, this new sociological interest in education policy and the 
state has developed around a concept of 'policy sociology' (Payne, Dingwall, Payne & Carter, 
1981; Ozga, 1987; Ball, 1990) that is 'rooted in the social science tradition, historically 
informed and drawing on qualitative and illuminative techniques' (Ozga, 1987, p. 144) and 
'united by the conviction that "things", especially policy discourse, must be pulled apart' 
(Troyna, 1994a, p. 71) to determine whose interests they serve. In short, 'the business of the 
[policy] sociologist is to denaturalize and to defatalize the social world [and social policies], that 
is, to destroy the myths that cloak the exercise of power and the perpetuation of dominance' 
(Wacquant, 1992, pp. 49-50). Policy sociology also harbours a critical concern, whether 
implicit or explicit, for advocating particular policy practices in order to make things 'better' and 
'to identify those elements which have the potential to change things' (Troyna, 1994a, p. 72). 
From these theoretical references some policy research endeavours appear more salient than 
others. In the first instance, policy sociology highlights the need to establish new theoretical 
tools for policy analysis, given that 'the basis for description of education policy has changed 
significandy and the established conceptual tools seem blunt and irrelevant' (Ball, 1990, p. 8). 
In part, this is a comment on the policy analysis engaged by traditions other than sociology -
which are largely 'technocratic and managerialist in orientation and concemed mainly with 
implementation questions' (Lingard, 1993a, p. 36) - but it also refers to the incorporation of a 
Foucauldian and a more general Francophile influence within recent sociology of education 
(Green & Whitty, 1994). This latter contribution has repositioned accounts of policy 'that tend 
towards tidy generalities' (Ball, 1990, p. 9), and 'state theories [that] tend to analyse at a high 
level of generality' (Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993, p. 20), as 'seriously out of date' 
(Ham & Hill, 1984, p. xii). 'New' conceptual tools of policy sociology seek a more adequate 
account of the 'discontinuities, compromises, omissions and exceptions' (Ball, 1990, p. 3) of 
education policy production and, in this case, of (state) influence in the production of Australian 
higher education entry policy. 
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Given new emphases and tools of analysis, previously explored understandings of policy and 
the state, and the influence of state actors in producing policy, require revisiting. Informed by 
these imperatives, the theoretical purposes for this research, along with where and how they are 
addressed within this thesis, are represented in Appendix C.2 as three guiding questions. 
Specifically: What is policy and how is it produced? What is the state and what are the 
influences of state actors in the production of policy? What are policy settiements, how are they 
formed and how do they produce policy? The first two questions seek to rework established 
understandings in traditional policy analysis, renegotiated through new concepmal tools. The 
latter question signals an attempt to draw on new understandings and contribute theoretical 
insights for the analysis of policy, particularly in relation to theorising influence and 'settling' 
the structure/agency and macro/micro dichotomies debated within the new sociology of 
education and, more specifically, within policy sociology. 
There is one last reference within this volume that is important to note with respect to these 
theoretical issues. Throughout, a distinction is made between: 'State' (first letter capitalised), 
which refers to one territory in a federation of territories which constitute a nation, as in 'the 
State of Queensland'; and 'state' (without capitalisation), which refers to a nation's collective 
political govemance, as in 'the Australian state'. Discussion on the latter and its implications 
for policy production is engaged at length in Chapter 3, while the interaction of different (State 
and federal) levels of the Australian state is evident in Chapters 6, 7 and 8. In this respect the 
research is distinct from most policy analysis which provides little account, and in some cases 
no account, of the involvement of the state in the production of education policy, and social 
policy more generally, or of the differentiated nature of a federated state. 
1.2.4 Methodological frames of reference: approaching and resourcing research 
There are two general references to methodology which complete and complement this framing 
of research into policy production and the Australian state: one that draws attention to how the 
research is approached and the other to its sources of material for analysis. With respect to the 
first, Renata Tesch makes a useful 'distinction between research purpose and ... research 
focus' (1989, p. 2). For Tesch, 'purpose' signals an intent to explore, describe, and explain a 
broad area of interest, whereas 'focus' concems the specifics of research. In these terms, 
Australian higher education entry policy 'provides a "case", a focus, for ... the investigation of 
policy making' (Ball, 1990, p. 1), its overall purpose. This is what is meant above when 
referring to and distinguishing between respective empirical and theoretical concems of the 
research. 
Further, and appealing to the earlier discussion regarding researchers' personal and 
professional frames of reference, research purposes are also discussed within the traditional 
policy literature in association with the analysis o/policy and the analysis/or policy (Gordon, 
Chapter 1: Explorations in policy sociology 
9 
Lewis & Young, 1977). The former, described as an academic interest in understanding 
policy, involves the analysis of factors that determine policy, policy effects and policy content 
(Kenway, 1990, p. 5), for the purposes of determining 'values, assumptions and ideologies 
underpinning the policy process' (Codd, 1988, p. 236). Whereas the latter, which is portrayed 
as a pragmatic concem for producing policy, involves policy advocacy and supplying specific 
information for the purposes of policy formulation (Kenway, 1990, p. 6). In practice this 
distinction is not always very clear (Kenway, 1990, p.5; Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 
1997, p. 38) and consequendy some policy analysts prefer to locate their research on a 
continuum of purposes and related policy analyses (Cibulka, 1994, p. 107). However, from a 
more critical orientation, outiined in greater detail in Chapter 5, this thesis argues for a dialectic 
approach to policy analysis; for the possibility of a single analysis of and for policy which 
embraces both understanding and advocacy. 
A second methodological reference concems Roger Dale's (1986) distinction between 'topic' 
and 'resources' in research; the former, the primary issue to be explored and the latter, the 
avenue through which such exploration is engaged. While the purpose of this research is to 
theorise influence in the production of state policy through its focus on Australian higher 
education entry policy, both of these represent research topics and resources. That is, 
Australian higher education entry policy is a resource for exploring influence in the production 
of policy, but it is also a topic of investigation in its own right and is critically analysed through 
the theoretical resources of how policy is produced and influenced. 
Other resources utilised in this research include interviews with many of the policy actors 
involved in the production of Australian higher education entry policy during the focus period, 
as well as govemment and quasi-govemment documents that formed supportive sources of 
data. The Companion Volume of Interviews accompanying this thesis contains full transcripts 
of these interviews. Where reference is made to them, the sumame and identifying category of 
the interviewee are followed by the page number of the companion volume on which the 
reference appears. Further explanation of these referencing details can be found in Chapter 5. 
Finally, the research adopts a critical discursive analysis of the interviews and documents, a 
resource also detailed in Chapter 5. 
These methodological references, discussed at greater length in Chapter 5, are portrayed in 
Appendix C.3 as four guiding questions. In questioning how this research into Australian 
higher education entry policy is approached, the diagram asks: What methodology? What 
method? What sources of data? What forms of analysis? In brief, these are addressed by 
characterising the thesis as critical social research which employs a case study method and case 
records, including interviews, documents and relevant academic literature, to engage a critical 
discursive analysis of influence in the production of Australian higher education entry policy. 
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1.3 ORGANISING THE THESIS 
Finally, there are at least two ways in which the organisation of this thesis can be represented. 
The general convention is to detail the order in which the thesis chapters occur and to provide 
an overview of their content. While this linear representation is provided below, also outlined 
is an altemative understanding of the relationships between chapters and chapter collections. It 
is with this second configuration or 'intraview' of the thesis that the discussion begins. 
1.3.1 An intraview 
Theses are generally represented in very linear ways and are often read from beginning to end 
as if they were also thought through or at least written about in this way by their authors. 
While this thesis conforms to such traditional representations (discussed below), its conception 
and constmction also allows for a different configuration. Indeed, the altemative organisation 
of this volume, reflected in its chapter tides, attempts to convey a sense of its symmetrical and 
asymmetrical relationships. In brief, the thesis can be conceived in terms of three chapter 
collections: Chapters 1,5 and 9; Chapters 2,3 and 4; and Chapters 6,7 and 8. 
In terms of its symmetry, the volume is organised around Chapter 5, its methodology chapter, 
which is flanked by three theoretical chapters and three data chapters, themselves bracketed by 
chapters of introduction and conclusion. In this way Chapters 1, 5 and 9 provide their own 
cohesive quality to the thesis, sustaining a discussion that draws attention to issues of policy 
sociology. The chapters which they cohere and embrace, those concemed with theory and 
data, further reflect this symmetry in their broad relations with one another; the collection of 
three theoretical chapters informing the three data chapters, and vice versa, in explaining 
temporary policy settiements. However, within and amongst these chapter collections there is a 
certain asymmetry. For example, Chapters 2 and 3 are closely related, as their tides suggest, 
and together they raise issues of policy and state that inform the theoretical discussions and 
debates of Chapter 4. Similarly, Chapters 7 and 8 are both concerned with identifying 
strategies in the constmction of policy settlements in Australian higher education entry, whereas 
Chapter 6 seeks to name the settlement itself. Again, these are symmetries and asymmetries 
identified by their respective chapter tides, the specifics of which are addressed in the overview 
below. 
1.3.2 An overview 
As implied, the thesis consists of nine chapters, including three chapters that focus on 
conceptual issues related to policy production and three that relate these to data concerning 
Australian higher education entry policy. This first Chapter provides an introduction to such 
research. It identifies broad personal, empirical, theoretical and methodological concems in 
researching the production of state policy and, in particular, argues for the significance of 
Australian higher education entry policy as an important focus for research and the theorising of 
influence in policy production as its research purpose. 
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Chapter 2, which follows, provides a theoretical account of policy and policy production as 
discussed within the broad ranging policy-related literature emanating from a number of policy-
interested disciplines. In surveying this literature, the Chapter argues that traditional 
understandings of policy and its production lack explanatory power and that more fruitful 
explanations can be found in conceiving of policy as text, discourse, and ideology and its 
production as contextually and strategically 'settled'. Chapter 3 continues the exploration of 
how policy is produced through considering the influence of the state in the production process. 
Eight broad conceptions of the state and their implications for policy production are examined 
and their theoretical adequacy assessed, which precedes explanation of the strategic-relational 
theory of the state adopted in the research. Chapter 4 follows by locating these discussions of 
policy and the state within the more specific field of policy sociology and its state control/policy 
cycle debate over policy production. The Chapter argues that the debate constructs a false 
dichotomy between stmcture/agency and macro/micro issues in policy production; issues which 
potentially find theoretical resolution when conceived in terms of temporary policy settlements, 
strategically established and negotiated. 
Chapter 5 details the methodology, method, techniques and ethics of the research. In 
particular, it identifies the study's socially critical and post-structural understandings; its 
predisposition towards dialectical relations, its commitment to communicative action and 
reflexivity, and its challenge to dominance and certainty. The Chapter also explains how this 
perspective informs the study's quasi-historical case study method and its collection and 
analysis of interview transcripts, documents and relevant academic literature. The Chapter 
concludes with a discussion of the researcher's relational and ecological ethics: the intent to 
maintain confidences, minimise risks and maximise the fair treatment of research participants. 
Chapter 6 applies the notion of temporary policy settiements, developed in Chapter 4, to the 
arena of Australian higher education entry policy. Drawing on documents and relevant 
academic literature, it argues that changes in Australian higher education entry during the 
research period can be explained in terms of a shift from a traditional or 'qualified-entry' 
settlement to a more 'diversified-entry' arrangement. Chapter 7, which follows, focuses on the 
parameters of this latter settlement and seeks to identify the strategies which policy actors utilise 
to secure these parameters. Informed primarily by interview data, it documents strategies in the 
legitimation of policy agendas and the strategic licensing of individuals and sites of policy 
production. Chapter 8 extends this analysis by focusing on the actual functioning of Australia's 
diversified-entry settlement in higher education. Again drawing on interview data, the Chapter 
identifies and illustrates six strategies in negotiating diversified-entry settlement particulars; 
specifically trading, bargaining, arguing, stalling, manoeuvring, and lobbying. 
Chapter 9 concludes the thesis with matters of theoretical, empirical and methodological 
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importance arising from the research. In particular, it argues that temporary policy settlements 
can be likened to dominant discourses in particular contexts which establish and negotiate 
processes that produce and influence policy; influence which policy actors achieve strategically. 
The Chapter also speculates that there is evidence for die development of theoretical concepts of 
inter- and intra-settlementality; concepts which conjoin context and discursive strategies in 
conceiving of influence in the production of policy. 
It is to these considerations that the thesis now turns. Chapter 2 begins the account with an 
exploration of the namre of policy and how it is produced. 
Chapter 1: Explorations in policy sociology 
CHAPTER 2 
POLICY AND POLICY PRODUCTION 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Chapter is concemed with exploring the character of policy and its production. In this it 
seeks to represent policy as both product and process, and politically rather than instmmentally 
defined. The former qualification conceives of policy as compromise - as struggles and 
conflicts temporarily settled amongst competing and unequally empowered interests - not 
consensus with its description of policy produced out of commonalities shared amongst 
individuals and groups. That is, the Chapter advocates a critical approach to policy definition, 
highlighting explanations of tension and understanding the process and product of policy in 
dialectical terms. Indeed, it is the process of policy production and its political character that 
makes policy so difficult to 'pin down' and which provides some account for the many attempts 
to do so within the disciplines of politics, administration/management, and sociology that 
accommodate the policy literature. 
Despite its wide interest, the study of policy is still in relative infancy. Emerging, or at least 
gaining momentum, in the 1960s, initially to address the technical allocation and distribution of 
resources within a state of war and then welfare (Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 1997, p. 
20), policy research is variously labelled as policy science, policy studies, policy analysis, and, 
more recentiy, policy sociology; the latter introduced in Chapter 1. It is not surprising, then, 
that policy analysts should be devoted to such definitional activity. Pmnty (1985), however, 
notes the conceptual ambiguity of many of these definitions, while Ball (1994a) questions the 
commitment of some policy researchers, including those from a more critical perspective, to re-
examine the usefulness of past explanations and understandings. In his view: 
One of the conceptual problems currendy lurking within much policy research and policy 
sociology is that more often than not analysts fail to define conceptually what they mean 
by policy. The meaning of policy is taken for granted and theoretical and epistemological 
dry rot is built into the analytical stmctures they consti-uct. (Ball, 1994a, p. 15) 
Aware that 'much rests on the meaning or possible meanings that we give to policy; it affects 
"how" we research and how we interpret what we find' (Ball, 1994a, p. 15), this Chapter 
begins by exploring policy definitions, progressing in a general direction from those that might 
be regarded as instmmental and functional to more recent critical and post-stmctural accounts. 
This is followed by a related consideration, in substance and progression, of how policy is 
M 
produced; its prescriptions and descriptions, its ends and means, and its contexts and arenas. 
2.2 WHAT IS POLICY? 
In a general sense, one of the main purposes for this research is to define the nature of policy; 
in particular, as signalled in Chapter 1, the nature of higher education entry policy and how it is 
produced. Offered here, then, is a foundation for that investigation. To borrow again from 
Ball (1994a), this section seeks preliminary meanings for higher education entry policy, to give 
direction to how it can be researched and interpreted. As already noted, the literature that might 
assist this search for meaning is wide and diverse, uncohesive and often inconclusive. 
Nevertheless, the following provides an attempt to address this important question, to carry 
forward 'theoretical uncertainties' (Ball, 1994a, p. 15) about policy and to formulate possible 
meanings, aware that 'explanations are not going to come easy, they are not going to be simple 
or straightforward, and our answers may indeed beg other questions' (Ball, 1990, p. 18). 
Three broad conceptualisations are canvassed here: policy as disposition, intervention, and 
allocation; policy as intention, documentation, and in-use; and policy as text, discourse, and 
ideology. 
2.2.1 Policy as disposition, intervention, allocation 
Given the origins of the study of policy, briefly mentioned above, much of the literature begins 
its definitional task from the point of public policy; that is, policy that originates from public 
institutions (for example, govemment and its bureaucracy) and addresses a range of economic 
and social issues including those that relate more specifically to education. While this provides 
a useful starting point, there are two important caveats that need to be added here. The first is 
that the distinction between public and private in any discussion of policy can hide more than it 
reveals. This is an issue that is retumed to in Chapter 3 in the discussion of state-societal 
relations, but it is worth noting in this Chapter that society's private sector can be both a 'target' 
of policy and an important part of policy production. If there is a public-private distinction 
worth considering in relation to a definition of policy then it concems the particular authority 
vested in public policy by the state and its responsibility to deliver outcomes and effects that 
respect certain public rights (Considine, 1994, p. 5). Generally, then: 
For a policy to be regarded as a 'public policy' it must to some degree have been 
generated or at least processed within the framework of governmental procedures, 
influences and organisations. (Hogwood & Gunn, 1984, p. 24) 
A second reservation concems the view of public policy as a conglomerate of separate policy 
domains that represent economic policies as distinct from social policies, the latter also 
seemingly a collection of various areas of public welfare. However, there are at least three 
challenges to such distinctions that warrant consideration: 
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... first, that the policies that are identified as 'social' should not be interpreted as 
if they were conceived and implemented with only the welfare of the public in 
mind; second, that other policies, not conventionally identified as social policies, 
may make a comparable or even greater contribution to welfare; third, that public 
policy should be seen as a whole in which social policies are significandy 
interlinked with other public policies. (Hill, 1980, p. 4) 
The significance of these qualifications regarding policy domains is that with respect to the 
interests of this research in the field of education, and, in particular, higher education entry, its 
analysis should be understood as focused on policies that impinge on issues of entry into higher 
education and carty the authority and responsibility of the state, whether or not they are 
traditionally viewed as education policy. In other words, this research rejects an absolute 
distinction between policy fields, preferring an appreciation for policy intertextuality that is 
cognisant of previous and contemporary policy across the spectrum; a theoretical and 
methodological consideration retumed to below and in Chapter 5, and empirically engaged in 
Chapters 6 and 7. The acknowledgment of intertextuality at these junctures is important, lest 
'we forget that other policies and texts are in circulation, and the enactment of one may inhibit 
or contradict or influence the possibility of the enactment of others' (Ball, 1994a). 
However, attempts to typify policy have not only been confined to its fields of intervention. 
Again reflecting its origins, policy definitions have also been levelled at state intervention in the 
allocation and distribution of resources. Beginning with the latter, policies have been 
characterised as: distributive or redistributive, depending on whether resources are dispersed 
uniformly or just to targeted groups (Prunty, 1984); allocative or productive, depending on 
whether the policy allocates a resource or provides a service (Offe, 1975); conjunctural or 
structural, depending on whether the provision of resources and services is in response to 
public demand or represents an attempt to shape that demand (Offe, 1985); material or 
symbolic, depending on whether there is a demonsti-ated commitment to providing resources to 
effect policy or if this is absent (Rein, 1983); substantive or procedural, depending on whether 
the focus of policy is on broad future intentions or on the specifics of what is to be done and by 
whom (Anderson, 1979); regulatory or deregulatory, depending on whether or not the policy 
advocates (more or less) state control (Prunty, 1984); and top-down or bottom-up, depending 
on whether policy is initiated at central levels of the state and then distributed to more peripheral 
sites or whether it represents the collective and curtent activity of those at die peripheries (Ham 
& Hill, 1984). 
Questions about the nature of the state and its involvement in policy production are the focus of 
Chapter 3. Whether, for example, the state is, as many of these characterisations of policy 
imply, a uniform and central authority, are concems which are discussed at length along with 
the implications that such issues have for the production of policy. The proposition, introduced 
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in Chapter 3 and expanded in Chapter 4, is that the state is very involved in policy production, 
although, like the state itself, such production is rarely uniform and the state's control over the 
policy process seldom exclusive. In short, the position taken is that: 
It is certain that in contemporary societies the state is not simply one of the forms or 
specific situations of the exercise of power - even if it is not the most important - but that 
in a certain way all other forms of power relation must refer to it ... this is not because 
they are derived from it; it is rather because power relations have come more and more 
under state control. (Foucault, 1982, p. 224) 
There are other observations, too, that can be made about the policy couplets listed above. Like 
the typology of public policy, they provide quite useful descriptors but can also be deceptively 
divisive and misrepresentative of policy. As Anderson observes, 'most policies are neither 
entirely symbolic nor wholly material' (1984, p. 116). More generally, the binaries these 
couplets constmct and imply are not always representative of the totality they seek to represent. 
That is, there might well be evidence of a single policy as allocative and productive, substantive 
and procedural or even policy packages that portray these inner-connections. Furthermore, 
individual policies might demonstrate characteristics that span across these definitions and 
represent policy as structural, symbolic and deregulatory, for example. These are issues of 
theory and methodology that are revisited in Chapters 4 and 5 but the general point at hand, and 
reiterated below, is that policy is more often the substance of compromises held in tension. Its 
description, likewise, should reflect such tension and not be diverted by neat theoretical 
separations. 
2.2.2 Policy as intention, documentation, in-use 
Other entry points into defining policy, although not substantially different to some of those 
above, focus on its constitutive elements of intention, documentation and activity (policy-in-
use). Indeed, Hogwood & Gunn's (1984, pp. 13-19) summary of nine popular uses for the 
word 'policy' can be represented within these three areas. Pursuing a meta-classification of 
their categories, a first possible stage of policy as intent would include 'policy as a label for a 
field of activity', 'policy as an expression of general purpose or a desired state of affairs', and 
'policy as specific proposals'. Policy as document might include 'policy as decisions of 
government', 'policy as formal authorization', and 'policy as theory or model'. Finally, 
policy-in-use could include 'policy as a program', 'policy as output', and 'policy as outcome'. 
The most popular of these definitions, amongst policy researchers and the public at large, are 
those that define policy as document and around which other definitions claim their relevance. 
Expanding the broad identification of policy documents: 
These representations can take various forms: most obviously 'official' legal texts and 
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policy documents; also formally and informally produced commentaries which offer to 
'make sense of the 'official' texts, again the media is important here; also the speeches 
by and public performances of relevant politicians and officials; and 'official' videos are 
another recentiy popular medium of representation. (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, pp. 20-
21) 
In proposing a tenth category of 'policy as process', Hogwood and Gunn comment that: 
... many of the nine usages listed above [and, in particular, policy documents] could be 
compared to still photographs ... but what we need, however, is the equivalent of a film 
which will allow us to study the unfolding over time of the complexities of the policy-
making process. (Hogwood & Gunn, 1984, p. 19) 
Indeed, this acknowledgment of process has informed a number of policy definitions, but 
almost all represent the process as linear with a distinctive beginning and end. From this 
perspective of process, 'policy is essentially a stance which, once articulated, contributes to the 
context within which a succession of future decisions will be made' (Friend, Power & Yewlett, 
1974, p. 40). Relying heavily on the literamre on decision-making which predates the study of 
policy, these definitions suggest that policy 'consists of a web of decisions and actions' 
(Easton, 1953, p. 130), the former concemed with 'the selection of goals and the means of 
achieving them within a specified situation' (Jenkins, 1978, p. 15). Broadly, then, the view is 
that 'a policy may usefully be considered as a course of action or inaction rather than specific 
decisions or actions' (Heclo, 1972, p. 85). 
However, these attempts to define policy as process through 'a set of intertelated decisions' 
(Jenkins, 1978, p. 15) imply a stilted action that resembles the flickering of static frames, 
similar to first attempts at 'moving pictures'. Moreover, the movement is unidirectional and 
suspiciously absent of disruption and diversion. Such issues impinge on understanding the 
production of policy and are raised again below in that context. However, they also highlight 
the attempt to represent policy production as craft, an act of technical expertise rather than 
politics; a view that seems to go unchallenged by the introduction and recognition of policy as 
the 'authoritative allocation of values' (Easton, 1953; Anderson, 1979). 
For example, in some accounts, such as Herbert Simon's (1947) advocacy of rational decision 
making (outiined below), policy is regarded as political only to the extent that it provides values 
for allocation but technical thereafter in the process of their allocation; a view reflected in several 
of the decision making definitions of policy canvassed above. Even in more neo-pluralist 
accounts which acknowledge that policy actors at various sites make decisions primarily from 
the standpoint of their own rationality (Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993), it remains a 
very congenial politics that produces policy from a broadly shared and stable value orientation. 
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While this perspective acknowledges that 'policy is subjectively defined ... comprising a series 
of patterns of related decisions to which many circumstances and personal, group, and 
organizational influences have contributed' (Hogwood & Gunn, 1984, pp. 23-24), policy is 
generally produced, it seems, with little friction. 
Still, there is some value to be gleaned from these definitions, particulariy those aspects that 
hint of the stmggle and conflict that lie beneath the fagade of policy coherence. Ball alerts us to 
these hidden possibilities when he asserts that: 
... policies are, pre-eminentiy, statements about practice - the way things could or should 
be - which rest upon, derive from, statements about the worid - about the way things are. 
They are intended to bring about idealised solutions to diagnosed problems. Policies 
embody claims to speak with authority, they legitimate and initiate practices in the worid, 
and they privilege certain visions and interests. They are power/knowledge 
configurations par excellence. (Ball, 1990, p. 22) 
It is perhaps the latter part of these comments that are the most telling with respect to the politics 
of policy; comments that tell of policy processes and products 'denied to some people and made 
accessible to others' (Easton, 1953, p. 129), but also of policy that provides a medium for its 
own achievement. Hence: 
The authoritative allocation of values draws our attention to the centrality of power and 
control in the concept of policy, and requires us to consider not only whose values are 
represented in policy, but also how these values have become institutionalised. (Pmnty, 
1985, p. 136) 
To reiterate, the insight of Ball, Pmnty and others is that policy does not just represent privilege 
but itself is part of the process of its institutionalisation. That is, policies are intentionally and 
internally political in product and process, employing 'symbols and metaphors that serve to 
arouse or placate its audiences ... [and] generate action in the worid to which it is addressed in 
order to alter other people's commonsense and lived cultures' (Smith, 1982, p. 146). Hence, 
'certain voices and interests' are not just privileged through their occupation of the spaces of 
policy and its production, but also through policy's placation of value difference and the 
incorporation of dissidence (Gale, 1994b). In this, policy belies the 'symmetrical power 
relations and conditions of undistorted communication ... among all parties in the policy 
process' (Pmnty, 1985, p. 137) that inform many traditional definitions offered above. 
2.2.3 Policy as text, discourse, ideology 
Given this growing understanding of the political significance of policy rhetoric, more recent 
policy analysis, particulariy that of policy sociology, has been influenced by the analysis of 
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language; specifically, the analysis of text, discourse and ideology. Such bortowings are not 
new. As mentioned above, the study of policy is an interdisciplinary field and necessarily so 
given its complexity and scope, but there are two general qualifications in relation to this 
particular influence which should be noted before their contributions are pursued. First, the 
adoption of these terms and their meanings, particularly text and discourse, is engaged in a very 
broad sense and in keeping with an understanding of policy that is not just product but also 
process. In other words, the narrow perspectives of socio-linguistics have been avoided in 
favour of a more fluid understanding of text and discourse; understandings that permeate fields 
such as cultural studies and literary theory. 
Secondly, most policy sociologists who write of policy as text and policy as discourse do not 
similarly write of policy as ideology, at least not in these explicit terms. (See Luke, 1995/96, 
for a discussion of the use in recent times of discourse-analytic theories and methods by social 
researchers.) This is not to say that sociologists who analyse policy do not engage with its 
ideology. They often do, and the work of Roger Dale (1989) is a case in point. Indeed, the 
writings of several researchers emanating from the broader field of the 'new' sociology of 
education, considered briefly in Chapter 1, demonstrate an interest in the study of ideology 
within educational arenas generally. The point here is that these theoretical tools, of text, 
discourse and ideology, are not theorised together at any great length within the policy 
literature. However, the conjoining of them here (and below) does not appear inconsistent with 
the literature from which they are drawn, although in places below attempts are made to extend 
these concepts and their usefulness. 
The main proponent of the policy as text and policy as discourse perspective is Stephen Ball 
(Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992; Ball, 1994a), although Ball himself cautions that his heurism is 
'not intended to be read as a set of closed and definitive statements' (1994c, p. 108). Not 
withstanding. Ball suggests that policy texts are physical codes; 'cannibalised products' 
(1994a) that carry meanings representative of the struggle and conflict of their production. 
Once these meanings are captured in policy documents they become the focus of 'secondary 
adjustment' (Riseborough, 1992), at times similariy 'disruptive' of meanings as the process of 
policy production itself, through various 'interpretations of interpretations' (Rizvi & Kemmis, 
1987) or 'refraction' (Prosser, 1981; Freeland, 1986). Again, these latter issues are retumed to 
in the discussion of policy production below. 
Policy texts, then, are the central points of interaction between the politics of production and the 
politics of interpretation; the fulcrum from which to look both ways. Moreover, they are 
themselves political acts or 'textual interventions into practice' (Ball, 1994a, p. 18), although 
Ball is quick to acknowledge that 'policy texts enter rather than simply change power relations' 
(1994a, p. 20, emphasis original). So texts are both products and tools of production in 
contexts where 'the translation of the cmde, abstract simplicities of policy texts into interactive 
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and sustainable practices of some sort involves productive thought, invention and adaptation' 
(Ball, 1994a, p. 19). 
Indeed, it is this relation of text and practice that seems to fix Ball's gaze on the politics of 
policy interpretation; a preoccupation that others take to mean that '"policy as text" involves the 
agency side of policy work' (Henry, 1993, p. 102), but most particularly within the context of 
practice. Hence, in discussing policy as text, Ball and his colleagues (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 
1992, pp. 10-11, drawing on Roland Barthes) lay great emphasis on 'writerly' and 'readerly' 
aspects of textual intervention, terms denoting the extent to which policy subjects have 
('poetic') licence or even just space to adjust and re-write policy. Consequently, they comment 
diat: 
Texts carry with them both possibilities and constraints, contradictions and spaces. The 
reality of policy in practice depends upon the compromises and accommodations to these 
in particular settings. (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 15) 
Given Ball's invitation to converse with his heuristic account of policy as text (1994c), there 
are, as Ball acknowledges, 'hoary and traditional' (1994a, p. 15) issues worth exposing here, 
some of which are also discussed in Chapter 4. The first is an appreciation for the way in 
which 'policy as text' dispenses, potentially at least, with linear representations of the policy 
process; although Ball's elaboration seems to retum to these traditional progressions, from text 
to practice, particularly when it is exposed to the methodology of 'policy trajectory studies' 
(Ball, 1994a, p. 26). The second issue for comment concerns the way in which Ball's 
understanding of policy text, described above, seems to separate contexts of production and 
interpretation, removing areas of grey rather than accommodating them. 
However, rather than abandoning the notion of 'policy as text', perhaps these difficulties with 
its conception, and others raised in Chapter 4, might be redressed by adopting a more 
synthesised understanding of action as text. Ball approaches this when he suggests that 'policy 
is both text and action, words and deeds, it is what is enacted as well as what is intended' 
(1994a, p. 10). But by (re)conceiving of action as a form of text rather than separate from it, 
the analysis of policy as text could be productively and more fully 'extended beyond literary 
texts to the sphere of social action, by virtue of certain features which are shared by action and 
texts' (Thompson, 1984, p. 174); namely, their ability to convey meaning and for that meaning 
to be divorced from its author's intentions. Here the comparison is that: 
... like the speech-act, the action-event (if we may coin this analogical expression) 
develops a similar dialectic between its temporal status as an appearing and disappearing 
event, and its logical status of having such-and-such identifiable meaning or 'sense-
content'. (Ricoeur, 1981, p. 205) 
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Policy as text could then be defined in at least four intertelated ways: as discernible through the 
senses; as having a sense or meaning that can be attributed to it; as being separately identifiable 
or 'self-contained' in one sense; and, in another, as reliant on other texts and discourses to 
ascribe sense to it - in this case, particularly, by the authority and responsibility invested in state 
actors. This is what I take as meant when Bowe, Ball and Gold comment: 'Policy texts ... 
represent policy' (1992, p. 20, emphasis original) and, I would argue, the state; an addition 
retumed to below and in Chapters 3 and 4. Further, this 'expansion' of text to include action, 
not only advances policy texts beyond a narrow conception of policy as documentation but also 
more fully renders the context of practice as one of policy production, effectively dissolving 
false dichotomies between policy production and policy implementation; again, issues 
discussed below. Moreover, policy texts that include action-events could conceive of 'relations 
that are cortelative rather than consecutive or sequential' (Thompson, 1984, p. 185) and move 
policy definitions beyond deceptively linear representations. 
Retuming to a closer exploration of Ball's conception of policy, policy as text is complemented 
by an understanding of policy as (and in) discourse, primarily to account for the politics of 
policy text production: 'what can be said, and thought, but also ... who can speak, when, 
where and with what authority' (Ball, 1994a, p. 21). Drawing on Foucault (1972), Ball argues 
that policy discourses are 'ways of talking about and conceptualizing policy' (1994b, p. 109, 
emphasis added) and: 
... practices that systematically form the objects of which they speak ... [they] are not 
about objects; they do not identify objects, they constitute them and in the practice of 
doing so conceal their own invention. (Foucault, 1972, p. 49) 
In short, policy discourse is like a double-hinged door; it is both productive of 'texf 
(understood broadly) and interpretive of it, and in the process discourse informs textual 
'writings' and 'readings' including the latter's writeriy and readerly possibilities. With respect 
to such possibility, discourses encode and decode policy texts in ways that constrain (and 
enable) their meanings and 'establish "discursive limitations"' (Henry, 1993, p. 102) on policy 
outcomes. As an aside, these outcomes provide Ball with a different way of exploring policy 
which he designates as 'policy effects' evidenced within a 'context of outcomes' (1994a, p. 
26). The reading here of these, although this might not be what Ball intended(!), is that his 
'first order (practice) effects' and 'second order effects' (which Ball pati:ems on 'social access, 
opportunity and social justice' but which could be related to ideology more generally), are 
constrained and enabled by policy discourse, but these are issues retumed to below. 
In all of this account, policy text and policy discourse are 'implicit in each other' (Ball, 1994a, 
p. 15) but the relationship is not neady balanced; it is discourse that dominates text, although 
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translates struggles or systems of determination, but is the thing which and by which there is 
struggle, discourse is the power which is to be seized' (1984, p. 110). Lewis and Simon's 
explanation of discourse and text provide a useful comparison to Ball's policy as text and policy 
as discourse heurism: 
'Discourse' refers to particular ways of organising meaning-making practices. Discourse 
as a mode of governance delimits the range of possible practices under its authority and 
organises the articulation of these practices within time and space although differentiy and 
often unequally for different people. Such govemance delimits fields of relevance and 
definitions of legitimate perspectives and fixes norms for concept elaboration and the 
expression of experience. 'Text' refers to a particular concrete manifestation of practices 
organised within a particular discourse. In everyday life, meaning-making does not exist 
in isolation, but forms complexes that are organised contingentiy through time and space. 
Examples of text include written passages, oral communication, nonverbal 
communication accomplished through body movement and expression, and visual forms 
of representation such as paintings, photographs, and sculpture. (Lewis & Simon, 1986, 
pp. 457-458) 
There is, perhaps, one further aspect of the 'policy as discourse' account, implied by the 
reference to Foucault, which requires elaboration: the 'need to recognize and analyse the 
existence of "dominant" discourses' (Ball, 1994a, p. 24) or what some describe as 'the politics 
of discourse' (Yeatman, 1990, p. 153). Unfortunately though, this is where Ball's account 
appears to end. Like Thompson's critique of Giddens' theory of structuration, 'there would 
seem to be no grounds intrinsic to this conception for regarding some rules as more 
fundamental than others' (1984, p. 128). That is, the politics of policy text production is 
recognised and explained (well, I think) within the perspective of policy as discourse, but not 
its interdiscursive politics of competing discourses. To be fair, Ball admits to 'no satisfactory 
closure' (1994a, p. 24) on this issue and it would be bold to claim one here. However, there is 
much in what is above to hint at where some possible answers might lie and which could 
profitably be brought together under 'policy as ideology'. 
In a sense Ball and his colleagues move towards such 'answers' in their characterisation of the 
policy process in terms of contexts of policy making, discussed below; a response to 'policies 
[that] shift and change their meaning in the arenas of politics' (Ball, 1994a, p. 17) over time 
and space. But the point here is that like contexts, discourses are not divorced from policy 
producers. Rather, 'policies are represented differently by different actors and interests' (Ball, 
1994a, p. 17) within and across contexts. Ball has approached this issue elsewhere as 'interest 
representation (but not in any simple pluralist sense)' (1994b, p. 109), att:empting to account 
for what he terms the 'because' of policy. With some stretching, it is not far removed from a 
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notion of policy as ideology which: 
... is essentially linked to the process of sustaining asymmetrical relations of power - that 
is, to the process of maintaining domination. This use of the term expresses what may be 
called a critical conception of ideology. It preserves the negative connotation which has 
been conveyed by the term throughout most of its history and it binds the analysis of 
ideology to the question of critique. (Thompson, 1984, p. 4) 
In somewhat softer tones, drawing attention to ideology in policy 'incorporates an interrelated 
[although not always coherent] set of concepts, beliefs, assumptions and values that allow 
events and situations to be interpreted in ways that are appropriate to their respective concerns' 
(Carr & Kemmis, 1983, p. 114, emphasis added). Here, then, is the possibility for exploring 
and explaining the dominance of particular discourse: first, by reconstmcting text and discourse 
representations to include, or rather emphasise, ideology that informs policy discourse; and 
second, by exploring strategies which theories of ideology offer to explain how policy 
ideologies establish and sustain their 'hegemony' (Gramsci, 1971) and challenge the dominance 
of other ideologies. As suggested above, it is a framework not that distant from what is 
curtentiy found in the literature, and indeed, according to Ball (1994b, pp. 117-118), bears 
some similarities with Dale's (1989, p. 24) theoretical approach to analysing educational 
practice (read 'text') in terms of 'education politics' (read 'discourse') and, more broadly, 'the 
politics of education' (read 'ideology'). 
These are reconstmctions which are retumed to below and are more thoroughly embraced and 
developed in Chapter 4, while their implications for methodology are considered in Chapter 5. 
Throughout, discourse is positioned in relation to text and ideology, as the avenue through 
which policy is engaged, both productively and analytically. It remains 'tied to knowledge on 
the one hand ... and practice on the other' (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 13). 
2.3 HOW IS POLICY PRODUCED? 
To conceptually move away from singular representations of policy as product and meld this 
with an analysis of policy as process, necessarily blurs the boundaries between and gives new 
meaning to questions such as: what is policy, how is it shaped and produced, what is the 
process? In effect, these represent the one inquiry, albeit different facets of it. In the search for 
understanding of policy production, then, this section continues the exploration of policy begun 
above, although its approach is from a somewhat different perspective which gives greater 
emphasis to policy 'action as a flow of activity' (Thompson, 1984, p. 128). The discussion 
begins with a consideration of prescription and description in policy production that 
distinguishes the long-running rational-incremental debate in the policy field, then proceeds to 
examine another well established, but false, dichotomy that separates policy ends from their 
productive means, and concludes with a more recent characterisation of the policy process in 
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terms of contexts and arenas of policy making. 
2.3.1 Prescriptions and descriptions of policy production 
The traditions of rationality and incrementalism are long and well rehearsed in the policy 
literature and are generally characterised in the respective writings of Herbert Simon (1947; 
1957; 1960; 1983) and Charies Lindblom (1959; 1965; 1968; 1979). Such approaches are 
often portrayed as opposite ends of a spectmm of policy production (Hogwood & Gunn, 1984, 
p. 60), with other positions variously located between. The debate commences with Simon's 
theory of rational policy production - although, it 'officially' belongs to the literature on 
decision-making - and involves defining and ranking values, goals and objectives, and 
identifying and selecting amongst options and their consequences to maximise those objectives. 
More specifically, rationality in policy production proceeds through 'five intellectual tasks ... 
clarification of goals; description of trends; analysis of conditions; projection of future 
developments; and invention, evaluation and selection of altematives' (Lasswell, 1968, pp. 
181-182). Briefly, it involves the choice of the 'best' course of action from all possible 
options, achieved through a systematic and sequential process. 
However, several critics, including Simon himself, have noted that in practice this 
'comprehensive rationality' is unattainable; policy producers do not have access to all the 
altematives possible and nor are they fully able to predict the consequences of those altematives 
they do have access to. Here Hogwood and Gunn (1984) offer an analytical distinction 
between how policy should be produced (the ideal), how policy is produced (description) and 
how policy could be produced (prescription). Given this schema, 'pure rationality' in policy 
production is the exploration of an ideal, a theoretical construct developed to help explain 
'reality' as deviation. Responding to criticisms of his ideal, Simon acknowledges that policy 
production is not always rational because of the limitations of individuals and organisations. 
Nevertheless, within a 'bounded rationality' (Simon, 1960), or a 'consistent, value-maximising 
choice given certain constraints' (Cariey, 1980, p. 11), Simon suggests that policy production 
could and should be a far more rational process. 
However, for Lindblom and others the limitations of rational pattems of policy production lie 
also in their separation of politics and technique, and the concomitant 'masking' of whose 
values prevail; a point made above in the discussion of policy's authoritative allocation of 
values. Whilst some proclaim that 'rationality is tempered and given meaning by the application 
of value judgements' (Cariey, 1980, p. 42), others note that rational policy production 'does 
nothing to guarantee the desirability of the values fed into it or even die validity of the facmal 
assumptions made' (Hogwood & Gunn, 1984, p. 48). In critiquing rationality, Lindblom 
(1959) asserts that policy production is more accurately described as a process of 
'incrementalism' achieved through 'partisan mutual adjustment'. From this perspective: policy 
producers rarely spell out their objectives; tend to produce new policies experimentally by 
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adjusting old ones; regard policies as sites to be revisited in the future; rarely produce policy in 
isolation from other policy producers; are capable of adjusting their own interests in relation to 
the interests of others; and value consensus in preference to conflict. 
Incrementalism, however, also has its critics. For example, some suggest that the 
appropriateness of incrementalism lies in the consistency over time and space of the nature of 
policy problems and the availability of resources to deal with those problems (Dror, 1964). 
Such appropriateness, it is argued, is more likely in times of social stability and conversely less 
likely in times of turmoil and where policy producers seek fundamental change; similarities 
shared with Offe's (1985) distinction between conjunctural and structural policy noted above. 
Others add that 'there is nothing in this approach to guide the accumulation [of change]; the 
steps may be circular - leading back to where they started, or dispersed - leading in many 
directions at once but leading nowhere' (Etzioni, 1967, p. 387). These are issues retumed to in 
Chapter 3 in the discussion of postmodemity and in Chapter 4 in the discussion of 'settlement' 
and 'crisis'. 
As Hogwood and Gunn (1984) imply, much of this debate over rationality and incrementalism 
seems centred around their worth as prescriptive and descriptive models of policy production 
and in this respect some policy researchers represent it as a distinction between analysis of 
policy and analysis/or policy. This is a dichotomy already addressed and dispensed with in 
Chapter 1, and more generally in the discussions of Chapter 5. The argument here is similar: 
description is difficult to entirely separate from prescription and they are more appropriately 
understood as dialectically related. Perhaps informed by similar reservations, several theorists, 
most notably Dror (1964; 1968; 1971) and Etzioni (1961; 1967), have endeavoured to bridge 
the perceived gap between incrementalism as good description and rationality as good 
prescription; although, as Hogwood and Gunn (1984, pp. 59-60) note, the most recent 
positions of Lindblom and Simon are not as removed from each other as some reviewers would 
like to portray. 
Dror, in proposing his 'normative optimum' model, attempts to 'combine realism and idealism' 
(1964, p. 157) through the inclusion of both rational and 'extra-rational' elements in policy 
production. For Dror, rationality involves 'a selective review of policy options and some 
explication of goals' (Ham & Hill, 1984, p. 85), while extra-rationality includes intuition, 
invention, brainstorming and value judgements; the latter finding sympathy above with the 
'translation' of policy texts requiring 'productive thought, invention and adaptation' (Ball, 
1994a, p. 19). In proposing such a model, Dror seeks to 'strengthen' and improve the 
processes of policy production, a task that Hogwood and Gunn describe as an attempt at 
'pushing back the bounds of bounded rationality' (1984, p. 56) and, therefore, as not too 
dissimilar to Simon's position. While Dror has been praised for his efforts to account for 
judgements of value in the processes of policy production (Ham & Hill, 1984), how disputes 
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amongst these values are to be clarified remains less than clear. 
Perhaps somewhat more successfully, Etzioni (1967) also pursues a way between rationality 
and incrementalism which he terms 'mixed scanning'; a concept derived from the integrated use 
(for the purposes of weather observation) of wide-angled camera lenses that accommodate 
broad images of a landscape, combined with other more narrowly focused lenses that 
concentrate on specific sites of interest within that landscape. Applied to policy production, 
mixed scanning distinguishes between policies that set basic directions, 'fundamental policy', 
and those that are produced incrementally. Here fundamental policies provide the direction and 
the context within which related incremental policies are produced. As an aside, Etzioni's 
'mixed scanning' also allows for the relating of several of the policy binaries listed above. For 
example, in Etzioni's terms stmctural policy holds some similarities with fundamental policy 
which also seeks to '[re]set basic directions' (1967, p. 388), while conjunctural policy can be 
understood as incrementally responding to demands as they arise. Similarly, in the advocacy of 
particular ideologies, symbolic policies could be regarded as fundamental whereas material 
policies are more concemed with the specifics of policy practice. 
However, critics of mixed scanning suggest that the distinction between fundamental and 
incremental policy is not always readily apparent given that 'fundamental decisions in one 
context are incremental in another and vice versa' (Smith & May, 1980, p. 153). Further, in 
some situations policy production appears to progress in incremental ways without evidence of 
fundamental decisions, particulariy since Etzioni (1967) does not provide criteria for identifying 
the latter; although, as argued in Chapter 4, other analysts provide insights which might be 
utilised for this purpose. While their observations hold some validity. Smith and May's 
comments also point to the importance of considering contexts when distinguishing between 
what is fundamental and what is incremental policy. Rather than criticism, cognisance of 
context appears as an important consideration in a mixed-scanning approach to policy 
production; an issue returned to below. Etzioni's analogy of policy production as mixed-
scanning, then, provides the beginnings of a useful framework for understanding policy 
production as a site of tension between rationality and incrementalism, and an understanding 
that allows for the development of models or theories of policy production whilst also opening 
up the possibility for an account of policy production contexts. 
2.3.2 Ends and means of policy production 
A second avenue into this same discussion, although perhaps expressed a little differentiy and 
reflecting its origins in public administi-ation rather than political science, is well documented in 
the literature and often referred to as the policy-implementation or policy-administration 
dichotomy. Essentially, it differentiates policy production from policy implementation and is 
grounded in: 
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... the view diat policy making and administi-ation are separate activities, the first being 
a poUtical activity based on value choices and undertaken by elected office-bearers and 
the second being a neutral instmmental activity based on professional expertise and 
carried out by appointed officials. (Wdenski, 1986, p. 51) 
Wilenski (1986) notes the heritage of this perspective not only in the Westminster system of 
govemment (an English inheritance) but also in the traditions of govemance in other European 
countries (attiibutable to the ideas of Weber) and that of North America (influenced by Taylor's 
'scientific management'). Others (Hogwood & Gunn, 1984; Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & 
WeUer, 1993) describe the separation of pohcy production from its implementation as 
managerialist; a 'top-down' perspective diat regards policy as the dominating influence 
constmcted at the 'top' of a hierarchical stracture and passed 'down' for implementation by 
others within clearly defined boundaries. Such a view of public management not only separates 
pohcy ends from its means for accomplishment, but also interprets the means as a matter of 
technique (and, therefore, the domain of experts) which is value-neutral or, at 'worst', displays 
values in harmony with those of the policy it seeks to promote. 
While Wdenski (1986) claims that a belief in the policy-administration dichotomy dominates die 
practice of pubhc servants, particularly in Australia, the weight of much academic hterature 
argues that such separation of values from administration is not defensible: 'administrators must 
use their discretion to interpret policy, to allocate resources of money and staff for its 
implementation and to decide who receives which benefits or advantages' (Davis, Wanna, 
Warhurst & Weller, 1993, pp. 117-118). In a simdar vein, Wdenski ponders, 'is there an 
administrative act which is purely insdiimental - where no choice requiring die exercise of 
values is required? It is difficult to think of one' (1986, p. 54). 
Because of this mattention to the productive aspects of implementation, die production-
implementation dichotomy also fails to adequately account for 'policy managers' (Considine, 
1994) who act in ways that seem to conti-avene pohcy intentions, apart from representing these 
managers as inept. Mention of this 'secondary adjustment' (Riseborough, 1992) and 
'refraction' (Prosser, 1981; Freeland, 1986) of pohcy has akeady been made above and die 
same arguments concerning die fluidity of pohcy texts apply here. That is, while 'policies ... 
create cncumstances in which die range of options available m decidmg what to do are 
narrowed or changed' (Ball, 1994a, p. 19), there is always room for manoeuvre, for pohcy 
managers to engage in the (re)production of policy, to exercise 'discretion' (Prosser, 1981). In 
diis 'carriage' (Dempster, 1987) from one context of pohcy production to another, pohcies 
might retain their origmal elements, but in new balances and directions and perhaps coupled 
with new elements. Moreover, 'the more ideologically absti-act any policy is, the more distant 
in conception from practice ... the less likely it is to be accommodated in unmediated form into 
the context of practice' (Ball, 1994a, p. 19). 
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Some of this mediation of policy is unintentional and sometimes it passes unrecognised through 
the process. Nonetheless, 'the decisions of street-level bureaucrats, the routines they establish, 
and the devices they invent to cope with uncertainties and work pressures, effectively become 
the public policies they carry out' (Lipsky, 1980, p. xii). In other circumstances, the 
'translation' (Ball, 1994a, p. 19) of policies produces '"footholds" for those who are opposed 
to their general thmst, or who wish to divert them to serve their own ends' (Hill, 1988, pp. 78-
79). Such is the strength of this argument and its evidence that few policy analysts advocate a 
value-neutral or '"simple" version of administration as solely a technical task separate from 
policy making' (Wilenski, 1986 p. 52). Still, the distinction between policy and its 
implementation prevails in contexts of policy production and in much managerialist literature; 
providing strategy for policy producers to assert a 'correct' reading over policy texts (Ball, 
1994a, p. 16) and in contexts of production within which they have less influence. It is as 
above - where 'the ideal of rational-comprehensiveness is still powerful' (Ham & Hill, 1984, p. 
84) despite being empirically flawed - the separation of production from implementation 
similarly appears to serve political ends more than explanatory ones. 
2.3.3 Contexts and arenas of policy production 
Much of the discussion so far has implied a connection between policies and their contexts but 
few policy analysts ever engage with an explicit account of this relationship beyond references 
that are fleeting and unenlightening (Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 1997, p. 53). The 
dangers of such silences are particularly significant for explaining policy production, given that 
'the enactment [and re-enactment] of texts relies on things like commitment, understanding, 
capability, resources, practical limitations, cooperation and (importantiy) intertextual 
compatibility' (Ball, 1994a, p. 19). Defining policy production as a series of decisions, for 
example, without also acknowledging that these decisions are influenced by the material and 
social circumstances within which those decisions are made, is to miss the basic premise of 
policy as process. That is, policy texts, policy production and policy producers change within 
and across contexts, so much so that sometimes there is little that is shared from one to another 
and 'sometimes it is actually difficult even to identify analytically what a policy is and what it is 
intended to achieve' (Ball, 1994a); this is the point above about the difficulty of policy 
definition. More generally: 
Any definition of public policy ... risks separating the policy process from its context. 
For values, interests and resources do not float free, waiting to link together in an ever 
changing artay of combinations. (Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993, p. 4) 
Drawing on Connolly (1983), Yeatman similarly concludes that when policy researchers ignore 
context, or: 
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... when political scientists or political theorists attempt to produce a concept that is shom 
of areas of dispute or the alleged fuzziness of a layperson's imprecision, they are denying 
the nature of politics itself. It is impossible to develop a technical concept of 'power', or 
a concept of power which distils the elements common to all uses of the term. Attempts 
at this may be made, but it tums out that the concepts so generated can be and are 
contested by those who think of power in a different way. (Yeatman, 1990, pp. 161-
162) 
2.3.3.1 Intertextuality: the importance of (con)text in policy production 
At risk of challenge from those who think differentiy, accounting for contexts of policy 
production in any definitional sense requires attention to at least seven interrelated 'properties'. 
The first is simply a reiteration of the one just made, that policies are 'ideological and political 
artefacts which have been constructed within a particular historical and political context' 
(Burton & Weiner, 1990, p. 205) and that 'the task of deconstmction begins with a recognition 
of that context' (Codd, 1988, p. 244), including its previous and contemporary components. 
The second is that contexts are not just locations where policy production happens but they are 
intricately involved in the production process itself. This is another way of making the same 
point above concerning 'intertextuality', that policy texts rely on surrounding texts (or, as I 
explain, their context) to assist in the determination of their meaning. A third property of policy 
contexts makes this second point a little clearer. That is, policy con-texts, as the prefix implies, 
are 'forms of texts or, to draw on its Latin origins (contextus), are texts which are 'woven 
together' to form 'connections'. Hence, in describing the parameters of an emerging global 
context, Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard and Henry begin by relating that: 
Everyday we participate in social processes which are transnational in character: in our 
offices, reading e-mails; in our libraries, consulting CD-ROM catalogues; surfing the net 
in coffee bars; using slivers of plastic in automatic teller machines to extract Italian lire 
from Australian bank accounts; watching movies financed in the USA, located in a 
Brisbane Gold Coast movie studio, shot by a multinational crew and processed in the 
Philippines; eating hamburgers cloned in Brussels, Belgrade and Bangkok. The list 
could go on ... Put simply, globalization could be described as a set of processes which 
in various ways - economic, cultural and political - make supra-national connections. 
(Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 1997, pp. 53-54, emphasis added) 
Illustrated here is that contexts are collections of texts connected together. In other words, 
policy texts do not stand in isolation but in intertexmal relationships or contexts. 
2.3.3.2 Contextual constructions: the importance of discourse in policy production 
Such explanation raises a now obvious, but nonetheless important, fourth property of policy 
contexts. That is, contexts are subject to the same influences as texts; namely. 
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'power/knowledge' relations (Foucault, 1980) or discourse that is informed by ideology. Such 
understanding assists in detailing a more complete description of policy production by revealing 
the ways in which discourses ascribe contexts with meanings. This is an observation made by 
Schon (1979), and others, and is pursued in Chapter 4 in the discussion of policy settiement 
strategies. In brief, the argument is that discourses do not simply assign meanings to texts in 
isolation but weave texts together to form contexts. In the process, ordy some texts are 
included and even then they are ordered and emphasised in distinctive ways, giving them 
meaning that they might not have in other contexts. Any one pohcy text, then, takes its 
meaning from its relationship - its relative positioning and emphasis - with other texts (its 
context) and from how these are discursively 'storied' (Gale, 1994b). This is not a simple 
influence of context on text. Policies also discursively create, or attempt to create, their own 
contexts. Chapter 7 attempts to illustrate this contextual property empirically, not just in the 
legitimation of particular policy agendas but also in the licensing of policy producers. 
Such proposition leads to a fifth property of pohcy contexts which involves 'policy genres' 
(Yeatman, 1990, p. 160); that is, particular selections and orderings of pohcy texts diat 
'sediment' (Ball, 1994a, p. 17) over time and space to form accepted (reproductive of 
convention) and acceptable (reproductive of dominance) pattems or 'templates' of pohcy 
production. As imphed, these templates point 'to various forms of interaction which are 
stmctured in particular ways and involve particular sets of participants' (Fairclough, 1992, p. 
51), but they also have features that transcend specific policy contexts. Public pohcy 
documents, for example, almost always conform to a generic stmcture that is 'written in such a 
way as to deny die pohtics of discourse' (Yeatman, 1990, p. 160) and reinforce the policy-
implementation dichotomy discarded above, and generally are 'articulated in die language of 
[the] general public good' (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 20). What this means is diat policy 
genres not only assign specific meanings to 'a particular text type, but also particular processes 
of producing, distributing and consuming texts' (Fanclough, 1992, p. 126) in any one context. 
2.3.3.3 Interdiscursivity: the importance of sti-ategv in policy production 
Those who analyse, utilise and understand these generic forms of policy production might be 
said to posses afunctional literacy. But critical literacy in policy production is far more difficult 
toattaui: 
the participant who wants to discursively contest pohcies as texts must come to 
understand how discursive practices operate, how they distribute power and constitute 
power, and how discursive interventions are possible. (Yeatman, 1990, p. 160) 
To do so is to appreciate a sixth and somewhat centi-al property of policy contexts; diat they are 
domains of interdiscursive stmggle amongst discourses which employ strategies to estabhsh 
and maintain dieir dominance or challenge the dominance of others. So, when Anna Yeatman 
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(1990, p. 159) draws attention to Peter Beilharz' (1987) plea for policy producers to put 
politics before policy, that is, to abandon the 'neuttality' of policy document genre, she reflects 
on his implicit claims to 'meta-discomse' and 'heroic discourse'. In terms described here, 
'meta' could perhaps refer to his claim to a 'higher' discursive authority and 'heroic' could be 
understood as referring to altmistic claims, a strategy for achieving such domination. As noted 
above, that some discourses dominate policy contexts is not news, nor is the variation in 
discursive dominance that can occur within and across contexts. Policy texts are subject to 'a 
moving discursive frame' (Ball, 1994a, p. 23) which has implications for their (re)production. 
'Because they arise out of discursive difference, they always contain contradictions which can 
be mobilised by readers who are discursively positioned to do so' (Yeatman, 1990, p. 165). 
The point of this is that discourse is both a tool of constraint and of agency, which is to be 
expected if the stmggle between textual meanings is understood as representative of discursive 
conflicts. 
However, what is more difficult to determine is how some discourses are able to dominate 
specific and/or general contexts while others are not; how discursive 'stories' of texts, the 
connections they make between texts, come to be regarded as more believable and acceptable; 
how discourses rise to dominance and in the process oust the dominance of others. 
Understanding these struggles of power and dominance lie in an appreciation for policy as 
ideology (outiined above) and the strategies employed, through discourse, to achieve these 
ends. This is what 1 think is meant when Thompson comments: 'Discourse says something 
about something' (1984, p. 137). Discourse speaks of text (and context), assigning it with 
meaning, but it also speaks of ideology, of what is not said or done, yet is nonetheless sensed. 
There is a vast literature on theories of ideology which predominantiy draws on two distinct 
traditions of marxism and liberalism (positions canvassed in Chapter 3), although this neat 
categorisation does not adequately reveal the complexity of the accounts broadly 'contained' 
within them. Nevertheless, within the policy literamre, public administration/management and 
political science accounts of policy as ideology tend to be informed by a liberal regard for a 
largely coherent 'political belief system', at best, or a naive 'pragmatism' which discounts the 
need for a theory of ideology. Whereas policy sociology, in my view, has at its disposal the 
(variously) marxist and critical theories of Marx, Engels, Althusser, Gramsci and Habermas, to 
name a few, that offer a 'connection between the concept of ideology and the critique of 
domination' (Thompson, 1984, p. 76, emphasis original) important for explanations of 
discursive dominance in contexts of policy production. Indeed, much of this critical literature 
on ideology is also strongly flavoured with a concem for the technology of communication and 
is consistent with critical conceptions of policy as text and discourse. 
Thompson's (1984, p. 131) review and critical development of this literature suggests that there 
are at least three broad strategies utilised by ideology to engage in this struggle for power and 
Chapter 2: Policy and policy production 
32 
dominance: strategies of legitimation, dissimulation and reification. These are explained further 
in Chapter 4 and theoretically developed and empirically illustrated in Chapters 7 and 8. In this 
'context of political strategy' (Ball, 1994a, p. 26), dominant discourse does not just dominate 
textual meanings but it also strategically positions itself in relation to other discourses, ascribing 
them with legitimacy and illegitimacy, while often concealing its own invention (Foucault, 
1972). In doing so it lays claim to 'a discourse that rises above ordinary discourses, a 
discourse that is more than a discourse' (Yeatman, 1990, p. 159); claims variously described in 
social theory as 'moments of hegemony' (Gramsci, 1971), 'regimes of tmth' (Foucault, 1980) 
and 'orders of discourse' (Fairclough, 1992). 
As mentioned, this strategic understanding of discourse in dominance - over texts and 
competing discourses - is expanded in Chapter 4 and draws on Stuart Hall's theorising of 
'settlement' (Hall, 1984). Informed by that account and the one above, 'policy as settlement' 
seeks to explain the 'how' of interdiscursive conflict, emphasising strategies of domination that 
discursively produce and legitimate certain policy texts and genres, whilst also unmasking 
policy as ideology - the 'why' or 'because' of policy settlements. The value of this account is 
also in its description of strategies that establish settlement parameters and negotiate its 
particulars, giving recognition to general and specific contexts related together through 
discursive strategy. Others have attempted to address these relations in terms of macro and 
micro levels of policy production. But, as argued in Chapters 4 and 5: 
... macro and micro approaches are mutually blind. One attempts to explain all education 
systems on the basis of a single principle ... and the other seeks to achieve understanding 
through the continuing assembly of detailed studies ... The one can explain everything in 
general, but nothing in particular, the other can explain everything in particular, but 
nothing in general. Just as importantiy, their explanations are neither complementary nor 
overlapping. There are areas of problems to which neither speaks effectively. Among 
these areas is one of the most important tasks for the sociology of education, that of 
understanding the source and namre of educational stability and change. (Dale, 1989, p. 
25) 
Policy as settlement has the potential to provide such understanding, although to date its use in 
the literature has not always provided a dialectical explanation that acknowledges the 
complexities and coherence in establishing settlement parameters and negotiating its particulars. 
For example, Seddon argues that: 
A settiement is a truce or compromise which establishes a framework for policy and 
practice. Within this framework disagreements and conflicts occur, but there is 
agreement over what to disagree about, over the mechanisms for resolving that conflict 
and over the range of what might be acceptable resolutions. Contesting and 
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reconstiiicting the framework is not a major agenda item. (Seddon, 1989, p. 18) 
While conflict and struggle are represented here, it remains very 'civil' and the agreed mies of 
settiement interactions are recognised but unexplained. Moreover, the framework within which 
such interaction occurs seems minimally contested, characterised by what seems an agreement 
to suspend hostilities but no explanation of how this is achieved. Whereas Kenway suggests 
diat 
... policy must be recognised as a shifting consequence of a number of different sets of 
political mobilisations and configurations. Policy represents the temporary settlements 
between diverse, competing and unequal forces within civil society, within the state itself 
and between associated discursive regimes. (Kenway, 1990, p. 59, emphasis added) 
Here again is mention of the politics within settlements, although not of what this politics 
entails except that it is not pluralist. But what is added are relations between 'regimes of tmth' 
(Foucault, 1980) and, by association, the conflict involved in their settling. Also implied by 
these interdiscursive struggles and political mobilisations is the 'moving discursive frame' 
(Ball, 1994a, p. 23) of policy settlements that ensures its temporal condition. As indicated at 
various junctures above, these are issues pursued in more detail in Chapters 4 ,6 ,7 and 8. 
2.3.3.4 Contextual materials: a 'matter' of importance in policy production 
A seventh characteristic of policy contexts is implied in much of what is discussed above. That 
is, policy contexts have a material 'property', although this, too, is ascribed with social 
meaning. Hence, in the weaving together of texts, particular individuals, resources and 
locations of time, place and space are often associated with particular social contexts. The 
implications for policy production are both consttaining and enabling and indicative of policy 
change between contexts. Not only do different contexts attribute different meanings to policy 
text - given their different textual and discursive collections which invest them with meaning -
but they also offer different material possibilities. Hence, in contexts of practice, 'policies from 
"above" are not the only constraints and influences upon institutional practice' (Ball, 1994a, p. 
24). Rather, they 'pose problems to their subjects, problems that must be solved in context' 
(Ball, 1994a, p. 18). 
There are at least two observations that can be made about these material references. The first 
of these - to illustrate just one material element - concems the way in which different contexts 
accommodate different policy actors. Being differentiy located these actors ascribe policy texts 
with potentially different meanings and understandings of what is contextually possible. 
Indeed, 'groups of actors working within different sites of text production are in competition 
for control of the representation of policy' (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 21), so much so that 
'we should not ignore the way that things stay the same or the ways in which changes are 
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different in different settings' (Ball, 1994a, p. 20). What is also important to note is that 
individuals with more social control over material aspects of contextual relations tend to 
generate greater acceptance for the discourses they mobilise. In contexts of practice, for 
example, 'there may often be key mediators of policy in any setting who are relied upon by 
others to relate policy to context or to gatekeep' (Ball, 1994a, p. 17). 
Related to these issues is a second observation regarding the material properties of policy 
contexts: that policies are often directed at and have material effects. Moreover, in the 
production of policy, stmggles between unequal forces tend to produce unequal effects in 'the 
context of outcomes' (Ball, 1994a, p. 26), particulariy with respect to 'first order (practice) 
effects' even though 'the effect of policy is primarily discursive, it changes the possibilities we 
have for thinking "otherwise"' (Ball, 1994a, p. 23). 
2.3.3.5 Recontextualisation: the policy cycle approach to policy production 
Bowe, Ball & Gold (1992) have attempted to account for many of these contexmal properties in 
their characterisation of the policy process as a continuous cycle of policy production and 
reproduction, although their primary motivation is to 'draw attention to the work of policy 
recontextualization that goes on in schools' (1992, p. 19). Explanation of this policy cycle is 
based on three contexts of policy making - contexts of influence, policy text production, and 
practice - which Bowe, Ball and Gold suggest represent localities within which policy is 
initiated, articulated, and rearticulated. These contexts are 'loosely coupled and there is no 
simple direction of flow of information between them' (Ball, 1994a, p. 26). Hence, in its 
diagrammatic representation (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 20), each context is discrete but 
linked to the others in a triangular arrangement through lines that bear arrow heads at each end. 
While this model provides a very useful way to account for the contextual properties addressed 
above, in giving emphasis to contexts of policy practice and in representing these as 
respectively separated from - albeit still linked to - contexts of influence and policy text 
production, Bowe, Ball and Gold seem to hinder their own attempts to break away from a 
rigidity in policy production (1992, p. 19) which they identify in the work of others (1992, p. 
7). These are discussions which are pursued more fully in Chapter 4, but here it should be 
noted that if these three contexts were reconceived (not necessarily redrawn) as different 
descriptions of the same social reality - as textual elements discursively selected and ordered to 
differentiy constmct them - then diey would more cleariy be seen as embedded in each other. 
Given such reconception, Bowe, Ball and Gold's contexts of policy making might resemble the 
more fluid relations implied in Ball's (1994a, p. 26) additions of 'the context of outcomes' and 
'the context of political strategy' described above. This would allow, for example, for contexts 
of policy text production to also be understood as contexts of practice and of influence, 
depending on the emphasis within any one hegemonic moment. Indeed, such reconception is 
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not really far removed from what Bowe, Ball and Gold argue themselves. In their view, 'in a 
very real sense generation and implementation are continuous features of the policy process, 
with generation of policy ... still taking place after the legislation has been effected' (Bowe, 
Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 14). Moreover, this is what seems implied in modelling all three 
contexts as involved in policy making. 
Perhaps resolution of this theoretical issue is also to be found in Ball's earlier confession that 'I 
am struggling here with not wanting to "give away" materialism' (1990, p. 16). That is, the 
separation of these contexts of policy making might be explained further as an over-emphasis 
on their material elements. Again, Bowe, Ball and Gold provide their own way forward 
conceiving of 'a number of arenas of action, some public, some private' (1992, p. 19) within 
each context. Here is the possibility for a closer regard for the material aspects of contexts, for 
policy arenas to be associated more strongly with the specific contexts such as schools and local 
education authorities (LEAs), but for these also to be understood as part of more general 
contexts of policy making. This distinction between contexts and arenas and their 
representation in terms of space and place are issues empirically explored in Chapter 7. 
2.4 CONCLUSION 
In her framework for education policy analysis, Kenway (1990, p. 24) suggests that there are 
three questions that need to be answered with respect to policy; questions of 'what', 'how' and 
'why'. As implied above, they are questions with tentative and indefinite 'answers'. That is, 
the what of policy cleariy involves policy text, but it is also discourse and ideology, genre and 
settlement, although some of these contributions are more abstract than others and perhaps 
removed from the more concrete concems questioned by 'what'. Similarly, the how of policy 
production involves discourse but this is incomplete without an appreciation for context, genre 
and settlement. And the why of policy is concemed with ideology, yet context and settlement 
are also important responses. The policy 'equation', then, is complex and intertwined and has 
no simple algorithm. However, this Chapter has stressed the importance of policy settlements 
as a way of embracing the whole and it is this concem that is theoretically and empirically 
pursued in Chapter 4 and in Chapters 6,7 and 8. 
To Kenway's list of policy questions, Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard and Henry (1997, p. 40) add 
'why now' and 'what are the consequences' (or, in keeping with the alliteration, 'what now')? 
In the main, these are empirical questions which impact on the production and effects of 
particular policies and which ultimately can only be 'answered' in context through an 
understanding of the influence of particular policy settlements. Nevertheless, their theoretical 
basis draws on what Ball (1994a, p. 26) has described above as 'the context of political 
strategy' and 'the context of outcomes'. Again, the theoretical aspects of settlement strategies 
are developed in Chapter 4 while the more empirical concems of these two queries are explored 
in Chapters 6, 7 and 8. As 'answers', these Chapters argue that 'the success of a policy is 
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coalition of groups) to impose its will' (Hogwood & Gunn, 1984, p. 216). 
Chapter 3, which follows, continues die exploration of pohcy production begun here by 
theorising the nature and involvement of the state; informed by the view that 'the policy process 
and the state become difficult to separate as each defines the other' (Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & 
Weller, 1988, p. 35). Ball's reading of die influence of the state on die production of pohcy 
appears somewhat different from what is imphed by the inclusion of this third Chapter. For 
Ball, the state is 'the product of discourse, a point in the diagram of power' (1994a, p. 22); 
important but not paramount. Viewing the state as text, 'the state can be defined both in terms 
of the institutions which make it up and the functions these instimtions perform' (Ham & Hill, 
1984, p. 23). By imphcation, die 'educational state' is 'that conglomeration of sites and 
agencies concemed with the regulation of the education system' (Ball, 1990, p. 20). 
Yet, while the state has a number of identifiable textual features pecuhar to its particular social 
formation - although these tend to vary to greater and lesser extents amongst nation states 
through their different texmal inclusions, omissions and emphases - the state also resembles the 
character of discourse, as the 'storying' together of its texmal elements illustrates. Indeed, 'the 
state' might just as easily replace 'discourse' in the Lewis and Simon (1986, p. 457) reference 
above, identifying its role as a 'mode of govemance'. But perhaps this is, after all, what Ball 
means by the state being a product of discourse; that it represents a particular discursive 'genre' 
of govemance, produced and maintained by broader pohtical and ideological settlements. This 
would explain Jessop's (1990) characterisation of the state as a 'strategic-relational terrain', 
meanmg that 'the shape of the state is the outcome of particular social stmggles. What kind of 
state we have depends on who was mobihsed in social stmggle, what strategies were deployed, 
and who won' (Franzway, Court & Connell, 1989, p. 35). It is this consideration of the 
various discourses and ideologies that lay claim to defining die state, and diek imphcations for 
policy production, that provides the theme of Chapter 3. 
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THE STATE AND POLICY PRODUCTION 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Chapter focuses on the state and its relationship to the production of policy. Specifically, 
it is informed by the view that the state is intricately involved in the production of policy, 
although some space is also given to consider theories that give the state minimal, if any, 
recognition. Beginning broadly with a consideration of the generic features of the state as a 
specific form of macro-political organisation, the Chapter then considers the political and 
ideological orientations of various state theories and the modes of policy production that they 
imply. To this end, elitist, pluralist, corporatist, marxist, neo-marxist, new right, feminist and 
postmodernist accounts of the state are canvassed and their theoretical adequacy assessed 
(Franzway, Court & Connell, 1989; Jessop, 1990). The discussion of these orientations is also 
provided as a basis for describing, both within this and later Chapters, the Australian state and 
the production of higher education entry policy, given that the value of a concept such as the 
'state' is realised in particular social formations and at particular times. The Chapter concludes 
with an assessment and synthesis of the most salient features of these accounts of the state and 
policy production in terms of how they relate state and society, and outiines and justifies the 
sttategic-relational theory of the state adopted in this research. 
3.2 THEORIES OF THE STATE 
Jessop (1990) suggests that the notion of the 'state' is one that belongs to modem society and 
the complexity of its functional sub-systems. This is not to deny its heritage in late medieval 
Europe where rulers were concemed to develop and maintain a good state of affairs (and later, 
affairs of state) within their domains (Skinner, 1989). Rather, Jessop's argument is that as 
traditional societies gave way to modern ones and the political system was unable to be 
embodied within one person or institution, a more abstract concept, the state, was required 'to 
establish the identity of the core political apparams and to orientate political action' (1990, p. 
347). Jessop's argument is as much a view of the state as a reflection of structural 
developments in the political system, as it is a view of the state as a construction of various state 
discourses (discussed below), and dependent on specific projects. 
In the sense that the state is a creature of modemity, Australia was 'bora modern' (Rosecrance, 
1964, p. 310) with an Australian state (established along with British occupation) active in the 
production of policy which was designed not only to deal with convict and indigenous 
populations, but also to build a social and economic system to further European 'settiement' 
(Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993). Further, it is this link between the state and 
modemity that informs the critique of the state offered by postmodem theorists. As discussed 
more fully below, postmodemists detect an even greater complexity in curtent political 
arrangements that, for some, seem beyond 'containment' within a notion of the 'state'. 
Specifically, some of these theorists see the elimination of the state/civil society divide within 
the condition of postmodemity, rendering the state a fiction (Watts, 1993/94). While 
postmodem critique has much to offer, the contention here is that the state, mediated by 'the 
balance of forces among all forces in a given situation' (Jessop, 1990, p. 118), remains a useful 
concept in understanding the core political apparatus of Ausfralia and the production of public 
policy generally and, more specifically, Australian higher education entry policy, the empirical 
focus of this research. 
In defining the modern state, Jessop's 'broad cluster' definition has much in common with 
those offered by other writers in the field. He suggests that: 
The core of the state apparatus comprises a distinct ensemble of institutions and 
organisations whose socially accepted function is to define and enforce collectively 
binding decisions on the members of a society in the name of their common interest or 
general will. (Jessop, 1990, p. 341) 
It is a definition that not only sees the state 'in terms of the institutions which make it up and the 
functions these institutions perform' (Ham & Hill, 1984, p. 23), but also implies the legitimacy 
of the state in enforcing its policies on its subjects. Jessop suggests further that the truly 
modem idea of the state is 'doubly impersonal' (1990, p. 349). That is, at its core the state is 
separate from civil society, so that irrespective of the status of the individuals who represent it at 
any particular point in time, neither ruler nor ruled can be equated with it (Skinner, 1989, p. 
112). There remains some 'fuzziness' at the margins when these public and private spheres are 
related to particular social formations. Nevertheless, recognisable legislative, 
executive/administrative and judicial state institutions (Ham & Hill, 1984, p. 23) - themselves 
'fuzzy' or overlapping in their activity - can be identified at the state's core. 
However, what makes this collection and even overlap of instimtions 'state-like', and modem, 
is their organisation into a relatively coherent ensemble, coordinated under the banner of 
sovereignty (Jessop, 1990, p. 349); a point also acknowledged by some who see territorial 
sovereignty, and therefore the state, as 'being undermined by current [postmodern] 
developments' (Crook, Pakulski & Waters, 1992, p. 102) which precipitate globalisation. For 
Jessop (1990), institutional cohesiveness and sovereignty are demonstrated in specific state 
projects. It is in what states do that they are tmly known. So while state institutions might 
provide an approximate guide to state functions (Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993, p. 
21), in themselves they constimte the state in name only. 
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While by no means the sole activity of the state, the production of state policies nonetheless 
represents central state projects and in Jessop's words (1990), plays a key role in both the 
development of state discourse and the constitution of the state itself. On this, Davis, Wanna, 
Warhurst and Weller are most lucid: 'the policy process and the state become difficult to 
separate as each defines the other' (1988, p. 35). Knowing the state, then, involves a 
temporary 'freezing' of what it does, including how it produces policy and, in the case of this 
research, higher education entry policy. In considering the Australian state as a function of its 
policy making, Davis, Wanna, Warhurst and Weller note that: 
Throughout its history the Australian state has at various times acted as developer, 
protector, regulator, arbitrator, distributor, facilitator, organiser and producer. It has, 
however, performed these policy roles not according to some preordained 'logic' but 
according to the contingencies of the day, the contemporary problems and the 
conceivable or available solutions. (Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993, p. 45) 
Others have noted that the logic of the Australian state in producing policy can also vary across 
different policy arenas, so that in the recent production of schooling policy, for example, the 
Australian state adopted an approach that Lingard (1991; 1993b) describes as 'corporate 
federalism', whereas in higher education policy Smart (1991) suggests that the logic was more 
'coercive'. Nevertheless, these authors also acknowledge a broader post-Keynesian settlement, 
albeit contested, within which these specific policy settlements were pursued. These are issues 
which are discussed at greater length in Chapter 4 and form the basis of the separation between 
Chapters 7 and 8. 
While the state does not exist apart from its action, neither does it exist apart from its actors. As 
Jessop expresses it, 'it is not the state which acts: it is always specific sets of politicians and 
state officials located in specific parts of the state system' (1990, p. 367). Similariy, Shilling 
notes, 'policy makers are not collapsed into 'wider' structural supports, but themselves 
reproduce (or fail to reproduce) the major stmctural principles of society in particular social 
spaces' (1992, p. 79). 
Franzway, Court and Connell (1989) propose four generic features of the state as guidelines for 
determining the theoretical adequacy of state theories. First, in their view the state is a social 
process, not just a collection of institutions. In this sense the state is always in a state of 
formation, always being made known anew through specific projects and instigated by specific 
actors. Hence, Franzway, Court and Connell write of 'processes of mobilisation, 
institutionalisation, [and] the negotiation of hegemony between social groups' (1989, p. 33) as 
central to knowing the state. Secondly, the state is a social force in its own right. This is a 
declaration that 'it is wrong to see political forces as outside and independent of the state and 
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able to manipulate it as a simple, passive instrument' (Jessop, 1990, p. 117). In this view the 
state is both an initiator and promoter of its own interests as well as a balancer of the interests of 
others. 
Thirdly, the intemal interests of the state are diverse and often in conflict. Rejected here are 
unitary accounts of the state that 'deny the continuing class [or any other interest] struggle 
within state apparatuses as well as outside them' (Jessop, 1990, p. 117). For Franzway, Court 
and Connell, such interest struggles are differentially represented in both systems and stmctures 
within the state and 'affect the way a particular part of the state interacts with its environment' 
(1989, p. 34). Finally, the interaction between state and society, between public and private, is 
complex - not least because of the ambiguity of their boundaries (Jessop, 1990, p. 117) - and 
fraught with problems even in the pursuit of a single interest. 
With these generic features in mind, the following sections consider the state and its modes of 
policy production as constructed by various theoretical discourses. Here elitist, pluralist, 
corporatist, marxist, neo-marxist, new right, feminist and postmodern state theories are 
considered. Their differing accounts of the state and the production of policy can be understood 
as a function of their differing political orientations and the particular social formations from 
which they have been absfracted. Their analyses are assessed here in terms of their relevance to 
the Australian context and their adherence to the criteria provided by Franzway, Court and 
Connell (1989) discussed above. 
3.2.1 Elitism: policy produced in the interests of a few 
The basic tenet of elite theories of the state is that political power, including the power to 
influence and produce policy, is concentrated in the hands of a minority of the population. 
While classical elite theorists present as desirable this separation of society into 'a class that 
rules and a class that is ruled' (Mosca, 1939, p. 50), modem elite theorists tend to focus on the 
inevitability of these political arrangements. Indeed, for such elite theorists there is a certain 
logic of organisations - Michels' (1959) iron law of oligarchy - that dictates hierarchical power 
relationships, whatever the political persuasion of the organisation. In this, elitists hold to a 
pessimistic view of human nature and stress manipulation and deception in their explanation of 
the foundation and goveming of states. 
Embedded in this perspective of the govemance of society is a particular view of how policy is 
made which draws heavily on the production/implementation dichotomy discussed in Chapter 
2. In short, elite theorists suggest that policy is produced by a select political few - although 
they admit that the governing elite might be broader than those elected through the liberal 
democratic process - and then passed down to others to implement. Here power elites also 
express a concern for the justification, not just the occupation, of their elite positions, which is 
usually argued on moral or legal grounds (Mosca, 1939, p. 70). In particular, pariiamentary 
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elites claim political authority, through the consent of the masses, as those best able to rule. 
This is often accompanied by a meritocratic view of achievement which justifies elite status. As 
Dunleavy and O'Leary explain: 
... the myth of top-level political control over state decision-making is one which it is 
vital for incumbent presidents [prime ministers] or premiers to maintain in order to 
reassure the mass public that someone is 'running the show', and that 'the show' is still 
capable of being run coherentiy. (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 165) 
It is a myth that sits in tandem with another, that 'the masses just do not have the information or 
expertise to interpret social problems, let alone to propose solutions for them' (Dunleavy & 
O'Leary, 1987, p. 154). Both of these myths advance the possibility of producing rational 
policy (also discussed in Chapter 2), within and across policy arenas, but only in the hands of 
goveming elites. Yet elite theorists' belief in such a possibility is tempered by the acceptance 
that full rationality - choosing the 'best' policy option from all options available to reach 
predetermined goals - is frustrated by the limits of what can be known and done. Further, 
modem elite theorists concede that those elites who rule and produce policy are not necessarily 
those who are best at it, or who are the most rational. Nonetheless, they suggest that the myth 
of rational policy production, albeit 'bounded' (Simon, 1957), is used by elites to maintain their 
elite positions. 
In the development of a bureaucratic administration within the state, elite theorists see the 
embodiment of the separation of policy production from its implementation - the former resting 
with a goveming elite and the latter with the bureaucracy and professionals - and the rational foil 
to increased complexity in modem political systems. That is, bureaucrats and professionals 
provide goveming elites with support in their rational policy making by canvassing all possible 
options, recommending those that best suit the attainment of goveming elite goals, and 
implementing those policies that elites then choose. 
Such rational-legal administration is valued by Weber for 'its technical superiority in tackling 
problems and marshalling large-scale activity in a purposeful way' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 
1987, p. 141). Further, Weber sees in the bureaucracy the possibility for the reconciliation 
between political representation and elitism, with the political elite elected to office and 
supported by an administration of technical experts. However, for radical elite theorists, the 
bureaucracy is not necessarily supportive of democracy in the way Weber suggests, given that 
pariiamentary elites are not the only elites that have input into policy production. Indeed, radical 
elite theorists suggest that bureaucrats themselves are amongst those with influence in such state 
activity. 
Finally, neo-elite theorists, in reasserting the control of elites over the state and the production 
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of policy, also challenge the possibility of rational policy production. Here Bachrach and 
Baratz (1962) note that policy making is as much concemed with avoiding problems, or what 
they term 'non-decision making', and/or constructing problems in particular ways as it is with 
solving them; non-decisions which are also linked to power and privilege. A number of policy 
analysts (Schon, 1979; Beilharz, 1987), not just neo-elite theorists, have made similar 
observations. As Beilharz (1987, p. 389) puts it, 'problems are not given but constmcted, 
agendas are not self evident but are produced as though they were; policy-making is an 
instmmental exercise which necessarily fails to see itself as such.' More broadly, as noted by 
Offe (1975), the structure of the state organisation (both political and bureaucratic) in which 
policy is produced, frames the way a problem gets onto the policy agenda and the policy 
response to it, including its implementation. 
3.2.2 Pluralism: policy produced in the public interest 
Pluralist accounts of the state are seen by many as the antithesis of those of elitism and, indeed, 
their respective positions have been developed predominantiy in response to each other. At a 
very basic level, pluralism can be seen to contrast elitism's monism with diversity, its 
description with prescription, and its pragmatism with idealism. However, such binaries do not 
adequately represent the complexities of their accounts, nor do they allow for a number of 
similarities between them. For example, both pluralists and elitists share a positivist 
methodological position with respect to research and are reticent to consider data other than 
observable human behaviour. And some pluralists, generally conservatives rather than liberals, 
advocate pluralism as a protection against the dangers of self-interest; a position not dissimilar 
to the pessimism of elite theorists suggested above. 
Not withstanding these, there are several points of departure between pluralist and elitist 
theories of the state and, in particular, how they understand the production of policy. Most 
significandy, pluralists contest the 'reality' and desirability of political power resting in the 
hands of a minority and advance the possibility for it to be distributed widely, although not 
necessarily equally, amongst all individuals and groups within society. Consequently, 
pluralists assert that no individual or group is totally powerless or unable to be heard by the 
producers of policy (Ham & Hill, 1984, p. 27). It is a picture of polyarchy rather than 
democracy or oligarchy (Dahl, 1961), with many involved but their access to political power 
differentially dispersed across space and time. 
The rhetoric is also of a pluralist society rather than of a pluralist state. Indeed, pluralists are 
reluctant to speak of a state as such, although they do give recognition to state institutions and 
functions. To them, 'the state is a fiction' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 42), for it suggests, 
wrongly in their view, a cohesion and unity of so called 'state' institutions and posits an 
abstraction from social formations that draws attention away from political activity and 
processes. In short, pluralists reject the sovereignty of the state - its monistic claim to political 
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authority - and, therefore, the state itself. In discarding the state, pluralists are both descriptive 
and prescriptive with some advocating the existence of pluralism in all liberal democracies while 
others (such as Dahl, 1956) proclaim that it needs to be ensured through pluralist constmctions 
of the political system. The latter argue for the structuring of institutional pluralism or 
separations of authority that are both vertical (layered through an executive, legislature and 
judiciary) and horizontal (across a federation of several governments). 
A pluralist account of Australian political institutions is common. Australia boasts nine 
governments across federal. State and Territorial levels with corresponding executives, 
legislatures and judiciaries, although there is some 'fusion' between executives and legislamres 
(Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993, p. 74) given that it is modelled on the Westminster 
system (Reid, 1984). There are also a further 800 municipal councils that perform local 
executive and legislative roles. Yet pluralists do not argue that each of these three levels of 
Australian government enjoy an equal share of political power or that there is a direct 
hierarchical relationship between them. While each level is 'bounded by a limited jurisdiction 
and the often prevailing influence of the federal govemment in many policy arenas' (Davis, 
Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993, p. 73) - with local govemment even more constrained given 
its origin in State and Territorial legislation - opportunities to act outside of the influence of 
other levels of govemment are nonetheless evident. There are also areas of overlapping 
responsibility. Education, particularly higher education, is one such policy area; the shared 
position of State and federal govemments with respect to higher education entry is considered in 
more detail in Chapters 6 and 7. 
Pluralists also argue in favour of social pluralism, expressed primarily in voluntary associations 
of citizens with similar interests, as a means of ensuring polyarchy within the political system. 
While elections enable citizens to participate in their own govemance, albeit indirectiy, and the 
media enable them to scrutinise the activities of government, interest groups provide their 
members with more frequent and direct opportunities to influence. Indeed, according to 
pluralists, govemments look to interest groups to provide them with the 'prevailing preferences' 
of society (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 33), not readily apparent through the election 
process, in order to inform their policy production. Such preferences are said to be taken all the 
more seriously given the 'presumption of inertia' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 33) - the 
logic that individuals tend to be inactive on social issues that do not directiy concem them or 
they do not feel strongly about. So, while a group's existence is one indicator of issue 
importance, governments attempt to further gauge the relevance to society of a group's 
interests, and therefore the degree to which they should be taken into account in any policy 
making exercise, by considering the size of the group's membership, its mobility in responding 
to issues and the intensity with which its members act. 
The importance of social pluralism in the pluralist account of society and policy production rests 
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in its contribution to safeguarding against the 'tyranny' of both majority and minority mle. For 
the pluralist: 
The interest group process in polyarchy generates a continual flux in the make-up of die 
winning coalitions of interests which influence policy. Different groups are influential 
in different arenas, and those decisive on one issue are not concemed with or successful 
in others. (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 37) 
Dunleavy and O'Leary (1987) suggest that implicit in this theory of society are at least three 
images of the state and its relationship with society. The first conceives of the state as a 
'mirror' that reflects the interests of dominant social groups, or as a 'black box' that has 
substance only in the prevailing interest group that fills it. Here a 'maze of mirrors' might be a 
more accurate picture of the differentiated contest across interests and interest groups and the 
fragmented claims to state authority that pluralists envisage. Given this view of the state, policy 
production becomes the domain of dominant groups, policy the legitimation of their interests, 
and coordination across policy arenas coincidental. 
Other pluralists conceive of the state as neutral with no interest other than what is 'in the public 
interest'. Here neutrality can take the form of 'the state as bystander, the state as a referee 
presiding over the existing rules, and the state as an interventionist promoting substantive 
"fairness"' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 45); the latter involving the state in an 'active 
neutrality' or 'creative interpretation' of the interests of dominant groups. From this neutral 
position state agents produce policy (or refrain from producing policy) in the public interest 
which then becomes a coordinating feature amongst policies generally. 
A third (and possibly more pluralist) account recognises that the state not only has interests of 
its own - that is, interests distinct from those of dominant social groups and those of the public -
but that these state interests are as diverse as those within society at large. State interests, often 
clustered around differing levels of the state, both compete and build self-serving coalitions 
with one another and with outside interests. Policy is produced via these coalitions, which 
advance the public interest insofar as this also advances the interests of the state, which 
although only one participant, is nonetheless a powerful one. Therefore, pluralists who 
subscribe to this 'broker' model of the state also reject the policy production/implementation 
dichotomy, discussed in Chapter 2, to the extent that it represents state bureaucrats as 
'administrative eunuchs or high-minded Platonic guardians' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 
52). Rather, broker pluralists argue that bureaucrats are also involved in the processes of policy 
production, themselves party to particular interests and interest groups. 
Such theories of society and state count rational policy production as impossible. Drawing on 
Lindblom (1959; 1965) in particular, pluralists argue that the production of policy in 
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polyarchies tends to be incremental. That is, die need to 'overcome' die competing interests of 
social groups, achieved through what Lindblom refers to as 'partisan mutiial adjustment', 
allows for pohcy making which is closer to 'muddling through' dian rationality. As Dunleavy 
and O'Leary explam, 'pohcy makers make small-scale, or piecemeal, changes to existing pohcy 
rather dian attemptmg to search comprehensively for a single and optimal solution' (1987, p. 
55). Consequently, the best guide to new pohcy becomes what is currendy being pursued. 
The neo-pluralist quahfication of this account of die state and policy production is of a deformed 
polyarchy. That is, die state is confronted with a 'dual polity' in diat it must respond to 
electoral competition, interest group lobbymg and media scmtiny on die one hand, and to 
economic issues and the pressures of business on the other. However, neo-pluralists, unhke 
marxists and some elitists, do not regard pohtical choices as dominated by economic factors and 
the mterests of business. Rather, diey see die economic in competition with die influences of 
democratic control, declaring 'the separate but mterdependent development of pohtical and 
economic systems' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 277). Here power is fragmented between 
die pohtical and the economic and not retained 'in die last instance' by die latter. However, 
neo-pluralists, while mamtaining that die ehte-mass dichotomy is false, do give greater 
emphasis to the imbalances of power within polyarchies and the possibility of economic 
influences being more prominent at particular points in time and space and m relation to 
particular policy issues. 
This neo-pluralist acknowledgment of economic influences and power imbalances is die 
principal point of departure from ttaditional plurahst accounts (which pay httie attention to die 
interconnections between the economic and pohtical spheres and emphasise the balancmg of 
pohtical interests) and is prompted by a desire to remove inconsistencies between plurahst 
analyses and the 'real life' experiences within a complex modemity; inconsistencies also 
highlighted by ehtist, marxist and new right critique. Neo-pluralists also argue that in modem 
society there has been a fragmentation of the state's power through the processes of devolution, 
a greater professionalisation of state and quasi-state bureaucracies and the development of new 
forms of issue-specific pubhc participation, such that the state acts more as a guardian than a 
broker. That is, the state tends to produce policy m the best interests of the public, guarding it 
against the self-interest of dominant groups. Neo-pluralists suggest diat in part this is possible 
because policy making is devolved to policy tmplementors or professionals who have at heart 
the interests of social groups within their particular policy commuruties and are well qualified to 
make judgements on diek behalf Actuig on behalf of the state, professionals are seen as a 
source of countervailing power to the 'over-powerful'. 
3.2.3 Corporatism: policy produced within representative agreements 
Some equate corporatism with 'elite pluralism' (Aron, 1950), describing it as a method of 
fdtering pohtical demands which produces a syndiesis of ehtism and pluralism. Odier 
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assessments are more polarised, either classifying corporatism as a component of elitism 
(Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987) or as indistinguishable from pluralism in all but name (Jordan, 
1981). However, adherents of corporatism contend that it constitutes more than just 'new 
labels on old bottles' (Williamson, 1985, p. 6) and affirm its conceptually distinctive forms of 
political representation and state intervention. As Jessop explains,' the differentia specifica of 
corporatism is not the sheer amount or degree of state intervention but the way in which such 
intervention is articulated with the economic order' (1990, p. 113). 
Corporatism has its origins in the moral philosophy of Roman Catholicism, European 
aristocracy and modem conservatism of the mid nineteenth and eariy twentieth centuries, 
originally emerging as a politico-ideological critique of liberal capitalism. These eariy 
consensual corporatists 'called for the restoration of social order [threatened by the 'advances' 
of capitalism] through cooperation between professional and vocational associations' (Jessop, 
1990, p. 139). More generally, as Boreham and Compston (1992) note, consensual 
corporatism seeks the incorporation of various functional groups, most commonly capital and 
labour, within the policy making processes of the state. The aim is 'economic stability and 
maintaining the conditions of capital accumulation' (Boreham & Compston, 1992, p. 147), 
pursued through a (tripartite) social partnership which tends to be more concemed with crisis 
management than in stmctural and long-term reform of the economy; an emphasis at odds with 
the interests of labour which is typically concemed with the latter (Boreham, 1990; Boreham & 
Compston, 1992). 
Williamson (1985) identifies a second and authoritarian phase of corporatism, labelled by 
Schmitter (1974) as 'state' corporatism, which focused on practices that were most prominent 
in countries of fascist regimes, strong Roman Catholic traditions and comparatively slow 
capitalist development. Such corporatists were 'not opposed to capitalism but to the threat of 
revolution from organised labour' (Jessop, 1990, p. 139) induced by the prospects of reduced 
wages and increased unemployment. In short, the 'coercive' corporatist response seeks an 
institutionalised incomes policy which labour agrees to participate in, and legitimise, the 
management of wage restraint, while capital and the state ensures an increased social wage. 
The rationale underlying such agreement is that 'corporatist incomes policies reduce unit labour 
costs which, in tum, [positively] influence employment levels' (Boreham & Compston, 1992, 
p. 147). However, as Boreham and Compston (1992) point out, in recent times such 
assumptions have been demonstrated as theoretically and empirically flawed with the 
disassociation of the cost of labour and levels of employment. 
'Societal' or neo-corporatism - its genesis marked by Phillipe Schmitter's (1974) essay 'Still the 
Century of Corporatism?' - is distinguished from these two antecedents by 'its centrality in a 
growing debate over the causes of and remedies for the economic and political crises in 
advanced industrial societies' (Almond, 1983, p. 250). That is, in response to the problems 
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associated with late capitalism of 'increasingly effective particularistic demands which threaten 
the existing order from within' (Williamson, 1985, p. 156), liberal democracies have sought to 
efl'ect new political and administtative stmctures designed to maintain coherence within modem 
society through state domination (Williamson, 1985, p. 156). In particular, 'strong' 
corporatism, as Boreham and Compston (1992) refer to it, is aware of, and seeks to counteract, 
the instability associated with capital's 'profitability logic of action' (Karpik, 1978) which 
orientates its decisions towards short-term profits and capital accumulation at the expense of 
broader aspects of industrial production (Boreham & Compston, 1992, p. 148). Pahl and 
Winkler (1976) identify the ascendancy of the state as the neo-corporatist 'solution' to the 
incoherence of private ownership of the means of production. In their definition, neo-
corporatism conceives of 'an economic system in which the state directs and controls 
predominantiy privately owned business towards four goals; unity, order, nationalism and 
success' (Pahl & Winkler, 1976, p. 7) 
Williamson (1985) similarly discerns what he regards as four central features of neo-
corporatism. First, the state is concemed to establish and maintain a particular economic and 
social order and works to regulate and influence individuals accordingly. Secondly, such 
regulation and influence by the state, usually in relation to productive rather than distributive 
processes, can place constraints on democracy. Thirdly, given the predominance of private 
ownership of the means of production and the limitations this places on the state in its efforts to 
achieve particular economic and social ends, the state resolves to 'steer' rather than control the 
production process. Finally, these state steering mechanisms involve interest groups, most 
usually representatives of capital and labour, in a 'functional duality' as intermediaries which 
both represent their members in state forums and ensure their members' compliance to 
agreements they have secured with the state. 
Here the corporate state occupies a central position in economic and social policy production; 
one that is distinctiy different from elitist and pluralist accounts that variously describe the state 
as in control, as one amongst many, or as controlled by outside interests. It is also an account 
that maintains the sovereignty of the state, albeit redefined. Through 'binding in' the interests 
of groups outside of its immediate conttol, the state is able to direct the accumulation of capital 
(Ham & Hill, 1984, p. 41). In this new patterning of relationships that challenge the state-
societal dichotomy by fusing together the interests of the state with capital and labour 
(Schmitter, 1974), some question 'which elites are penetrating which' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 
1987, p. 196) arguing that corporatist arrangements can enhance the bargaining power of 
groups with interests other than those of the state (Crouch, 1979). However, as argued more 
strongly below, neo-corporatists contend that the state is able to maintain its centrality in the 
production of policy through its ability to stmcture state-group relationships in its favour. 
Paul Boreham makes this point regarding the importance of the state most clearly in his analysis 
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of Australia's Economic Planning Advisory Council (EPAC); a body established in 1983 by the 
National Economic Summit of unions, business and employer interests, and federal and State 
govemment representatives: 
During 1984 it was becoming clear that EPAC was a vehicle for finding common ground 
between business and unions and locking both parties into support for govemment 
policies, instead of an instimtion for bringing different criteria to bear on macroeconomic 
policy making. (Boreham, 1990, p. 49) 
It is this focus on state-group relationships within advanced capitalism and the efforts of the 
corporate state to shape settlement parameters within which these relationships transpire -
discussed further in Chapters 4 and 7 - that occupies the theorising of neo-corporatists and 
informs their position on policy production. From this perspective, policy production is not 
characterised by consensus (which suggests a lack of conflict) or control (which suggests 
coercion) but by voluntary contracts, 'the terms of which are in some form binding on the 
participants' (Williamson, 1985, p. 154). Here neo-corporatists portray 'policy as a bargain 
struck between groups and the state' (Jordan, 1981, p. I l l ) and policy making as involving 
neither rationality nor incrementalism but bargaining over and the accommodation of sometimes 
disparate objectives (Crouch, 1977). That is, neo-corporatists recognise policy production as 
political in character. Dunsire (1978) emphasises the importance of these political exchanges or 
trading within policy negotiations and the temporal nature of any bargains struck. On these 
points he notes that: 
... agreement without persuasion may be arrived at by negotiation and bargaining where 
objectives are traded rather than surrendered. Continuing conflict is acknowledged, but 
immediate problems are removed without destroying the group. (Dunsire, 1978, p. 
106) 
However, as noted above, neo-corporatists suggest that the terrain upon which this bargaining 
occurs is not without structure and that the state holds the 'upper hand' in any bargaining 
because of its greater capacity to set agendas and determine participants and participation in the 
policy process (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 195). In the first instance this is achieved by 
recognising, licensing or constructing representational monopolies or 'corporations' of 
particular categories of citizens and citizen interests and guaranteeing their continuous 
involvement in the policy process in order to enlist their support in advancing state determined 
goals (Schmitter, 1974); issues discussed in Chapter 7 with respect to the production of 
Australian higher education entry policy. Any incorporation of interest groups, however, is 
tempered by the voluntary nature of group participation (Crouch, 1977). Nor is political 
influence seen as a 'one-way street' with the state prevailing over groups. State-endorsed status 
and participation both enhances as well as constrains interest group opportunities to influence 
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policy production. (Again, diese are issues pursued in Chapter 8.) Thus: 
Unions are tempted - and frightened - by corporatist developments to sacrifice some of 
their entrenched but narrow and unambitious achievements in exchange for the 
possibility of greater political influence and more and broader power for their members 
in the workplace, but at the same time to accept more restraint, a more obvious role for 
the unions in restraining their members, more state interference and a fuller acceptance 
of the industrial order and its priorities. (Crouch, 1979, p. 189) 
Apart from ideological agreement, then, what holds these bargains together is 'a mixture of 
sticks and carrots' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 195) whose salience can wane over time and 
space and lead to policy crises. Henry (1992) has illustrated such bargaining strategies 
employed by the Australian state, particulariy with regard to the restructuring of the higher 
education sector. Echoing Dunleavy and O'Leary, Henry notes the state's use of 'regulatory 
sticks' (in the form of an 'educational profile' which ties funding to performance) and 
'deregulatory carrots' (such as the greater autonomy over program priorities) to encourage the 
development of a Unified National System of higher education - an amalgam of colleges of 
advanced education and traditional universities. 
A further example of this 'associative democracy' (Mathews, 1989) within the Australian state 
is the 'Economic Accord' between unions and government, established in 1983 and developed 
through six subsequent stages to 1992 (see Stilwell, 1993, pp. 70-77), which led to the setting 
up of EPAC through the National Economic Summit process. Employing a contractual politics, 
the Australian govemment's underlying purpose for involving these disparate groups in EPAC 
was 'to establish an institutional mechanism for the promotion of Australia's economic 
management and long-term planning' (Boreham, 1990, p. 45), seen as necessary 'in order to 
produce a more flexible and adaptive relationship between the Australian and the intemational 
economy' (Fitzclarence & Kenway, 1993, p. 97). 
Related to this, neo-corporatists argue that the state is not only concemed with which groups are 
officially represented but suggest that the state also structures the terrain upon which policy is 
made 'by excluding potential issues or real interests from the political process' (Williamson, 
1985, p. 156, emphasis original) which threaten the state's domination of that process. In part, 
this is achieved through sanctioning the participation of some groups and not others. But it also 
includes the determination of acceptable participation (for example, who gets to chair 
proceedings, whether committees are designed to be proactive or reactive) and how issues are 
weighted and organised. This structuring of the policy environment by the state and the 
processes of bargaining that neo-corporatists understand as productive of policy are issues 
returned to in Chapters 4, 7 and 8 in their discussion of temporary policy settlements. It is 
worth noting here, however, that corporatism seems to offer more theorising of the policy 
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process and state-group relations widiin that process than it does of die state itself. Lehmbmch 
is illustrative of this, defining corporatism as: 
... an instimtional pattem of policy-formulation in which large interest organisations 
cooperate widi each other and with pubhc audiorities not only in the articulation (or even 
'intermediation') of interests, but - in its developed [neo-corporatist] forms - m die 
'audioritative allocation of values' and in die unplementation of policies. (Lehmbmch, 
1979, p. 150) 
Corporatism takes the state as given and variously infers it to be a homogeneous body of pubhc 
decision makers and legitunate and exclusive administi-ators of violence, 'outside (if not above) 
conflicts rooted in the economy and civil society' (Jessop, 1990, p. 112). While die 
inadequacy of such an account has akeady been addressed above within odier accounts of die 
state and is retiimed to agam later m this Chapter, corporatism nevertheless provides a useful 
basis on which to build an understanding of pohcy production, aspects of which are drawn 
upon in Chapters 4, 7 and 8. This is a feature not lost on neo-marxists who see corporatism as 
a state form that is able to generate a social base to secure 'effective state power' (Jessop, 1979, 
p. 204) in order to maintain bourgeois domination. Such marxist theories of the state are 
considered below. 
3.2.4 Marxism: policy produced in the interests of capital 
Originating in die nineteenth cenmry writings of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, marxism 
developed as a critique of classical (pohtical) economics and, in particular, of its conclusions 
regarding the benefits of capitalism. Such critique is evident in Marx's most well known work. 
Das Kapital, in which he sought not to dispute the premises upon which classical economics 
was founded but to push these to new conclusions (Pierson, 1991, p. 9). Hence, from Adam 
Smith, capitalism's greatest advocate, Marx embraced capitalist 'laws of motion' and 
acknowledged producer groups as holding competing interests, but rejected these economic 
'realities' (such as poverty) as 'natural', attributing them to the specifics of a capitalist economic 
system. Similarly, from David Ricardo, Marx adopted a labour theory of value, which posits 
that the value of goods exchanged in the market is an expression of the labour expended to 
produce them. However, Marx insisted that in a capitalist economy or mode of production this 
was not a direct exchange since the owners of capital assigned a 'surplus value' to labour such 
that goods were exchanged at a rate higher than die labour cost of producing them. Further, 
ti-ansforming an essentially classical economic idea, Marx proposed diat this surplus value of 
labour, or the rate of profit on goods, must fall in the long term and thereby direaten the abihty 
of capitalism to support the continuing accumulation of wealth. 
Given such appropriation of die premises of classical economics by Marx, it is not surprising 
that marxism and classical economics, although politically opposed, share a similar stance 
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against state-secured welfare or 'caring capitalism' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 236). That 
is, both theoretical perspectives regard the welfare state and capitalism as incompatible. From 
their perspective, classical economists regard capitalism as able to deliver long-term social 
welfare through the imperatives of die market. But the intiiision of the welfare state, dominated 
by socialist interests and interests other than those of capital, results in excesses that are 
uneconomic, unproductive, inefficient and ineffective (Pierson, 1991, p. 48); excesses that mn 
counter to capital accumulation. Marxists also point to the countervailing effect of the state, 
which they see as dominated by capitalist interests. However, for Marx, the capitalist economic 
organisation, whether it is supported by the state or not, is unable to deliver genuine individual 
and social welfare since it addresses 'market capacity' rather than 'need'. More recent marxists 
have extended this criticism of the welfare state, porttaying it as an instmment of capital used to 
subdue, or buy-off, the working class and hide the problems of capitalism (Miliband, 1969; 
Marcuse, 1972). 
Indeed, the problems or contradictory logic of capitalism is at the heart of marxist critique. At 
its simplest, the argument is that the capitalist economic system is dependent on labour (the 
proletariat) to both produce and consume goods. The owners of capital (the bourgeoisie) 
imbalance this exchange of production and consumption by placing a surplus value on labour in 
order to gain a profit or accumulate capital. Greater capital accumulation requires greater labour 
exploitation which leads to less capital in the hands of labour and so allows for less 
accumulation by the owners of capital. As noted above, Marx concluded that an economic 
system dependent on such logic was self-defeating. But also worth highlighting is the dynamic 
nature of capitalism and the possible periodisation, albeit temporary, that such analysis implies. 
Marx, drawing on Hegel's concept of 'the dialectic', was of the view that transitions from one 
capitalist 'stage' to another were not peaceful nor gradual (Pierson, 1991, p. 11), but 
characterised by irreconcilable social conflicts within 'the womb of the old society' that gave 
birth to new stages (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 207); issues discussed in terms of 
'settlement' and 'crisis' in Chapter 4. However, in response to the absence of violent 
transformations within many liberal democracies, neo-marxists contend that changes in capital 
accumulation strategies, such as 'Fordism', need not be represented as distinct stages or 
definitive breaks one from another but as 'the gradual accumulation of specific trends or 
tendencies' (Jessop, 1990, p. 203). 
In policy production terms, this distinction between marxist and neo-marxist positions on 
change within modes of production could be represented as similar to the respective outcomes 
of rationality and incrementalism discussed in Chapter 2, although perhaps reached from 
different lines of reason. That is, societal fransformations envisaged by marxism are potentially 
dramatic as might be expected within a process of rational policy production, whereas neo-
marxism is more accommodating of incremental change. But what is more instmctive in terms 
of understanding policy production within capitalist economies is that policies are subject to 
Chapter 3: The state and policy production 
53 
continuous change. That is, all policies face opposition which over time and space culminate in 
a policy's replacement or modification. For these reasons, policy, however settled it may 
appear, must be viewed as a temporary 'solution' to irreconcilable differences within the policy 
arena. These are issues that are pursued further in Chapter 4, but here it should be noted that 
the broad distinction diat is made within the literature, and elaborated below, between marxist 
and neo-marxist positions on the state and policy production is that the former understands the 
unsettling of policy as the result of external pressures on the state (Jessop, 1990, p. 34), 
whereas the latter also acknowledges policy conflict within the state itself 
With respect to marxism and the state, 'nowhere in the Marxist classics do we find a well-
formulated, coherent and sustained theoretical analysis' to match their critique of capitalism 
(Jessop, 1990, p. 29). Nevertheless, marxists do provide a number of generalisations and 
insights into the state, informed by the view that 'the political in general, and the state in 
particular, are derived from essentially economic relationships' (Pierson, 1991, p. 10). That is, 
within a capitalist economic system the state is in essence capitalist. While Jessop identifies 'at 
least six different approaches' (1990, p. 25) or explanations of the state by marxists, these can 
be loosely conveyed through three 'classic' themes (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 237): the 
state as an instmment of capital; the state as performing important functions in the regulation of 
economic development and social stability; and the state as arbiter between the interests of 
capital and labour. 
Viewing the state as an instmment of the bourgeoisie is perhaps the most orthodox of classical 
marxist approaches. It understands state intervention and policy as influenced by the long-term 
and general interests of capital accumulation, even enabling the state to act against the current 
wishes of short-sighted capitalists who would exploit sections of the labour force to such an 
extent as to deny profit to capitalists generally. The state itself is regarded as having no interests 
other than those of the economically dominant class and as the executive arm of the bourgeoisie. 
Not too far removed from this view is the functionalist approach which regards the state as a 
collection of institutions that function to assist the processes of capital accumulation. In this 
model the state provides services to both directiy assist accumulation and to ensure legitimation 
of the capitalist economic system. Where there is a more even balance of power in society 
between capital and labour, the state can be a site for political/policy gains for the working 
class. For these reasons, Jessop identifies this version of the state as 'the factor of cohesion' 
(1990, p. 27) which balances labour repression with concession. Here again, the state appears 
as little more than a 'mirtor' of current economic relationships. A third perspective represents 
the state, in times of temporary class equilibrium, as an arbiter in 'stalemates' between the 
interests of capital and labour. While the state is claimed to be autonomous from both capital 
and labour, it is still constrained by the need to support capital accumulation to provide for its 
own revenue. Each of these marxist approaches offer a unitary view of the state, largely 
'captured' by the interests of an economically dominant class, and a top-down understanding of 
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policy production. And each, apart from their obvious emphases on an economic class 
domination, have parallels in altemative theories of the state considered above. 
3.2.5 Neo-marxism: policy produced within capital and labour settlements 
The advances in capitalism after 1945 and the advent of widespread state-secured welfare under 
the influence of Keynesian economics, challenged the marxist analysis that 'in any epoch, the 
state mobilises exclusively the interests of a single ruling class' (Pierson, 1991, p. 51). As 
noted above, the initial marxist response was to affirm that 'the functioning and management of 
state welfare remains part of a capitalist state which is fundamentally concemed with the 
maintenance and reproduction of capitalist social relations' (Ginsburg, 1979, p. 2, emphasis 
original). Nevertheless, others shifted the focus of their analysis from a marxist concem with 
contradictions of capitalism to a neo-marxist concem with contradictions of the welfare state. 
Rather than seeing the state as purely a functionary of capital, neo-marxists note that the modem 
state: 
... simultaneously embodies tendencies to enhance social welfare, to develop the 
powers of individuals, to exert social control over the blind play of market forces; and 
tendencies to repress and control people, to adapt them to the requirements of the 
capitalist economy. (Gough, 1979, p. 12) 
Like Marx, most neo-marxists, such as Ian Gough (1979), are critical of attempts to separate 
economics from politics, but given their observations of the contradictory nature of the state 
they tend to explain this relationship in ways other than via economic determinism. The 
diversity in neo-marxist explanations of this relationship as it is played out within the state is 
considerable. Nevertheless, at least three 'amendments' or variations to classical marxist 
themes on the state can be discemed. The first of these, already addressed above, depicts the 
Keynesian welfare state as a capitalist state in disguise, allocating economic gains to the 
working class only in order to secure its political support of the economic system as a whole. 
There seems little that is neo-marxist in this approach, apart from its concern with the welfare 
state as such, since little concession is made for the real political and economic gains of 
dominated classes within advanced capitalism. More typical neo-marxist approaches to 
understanding the welfare state either suggest that the state is 'relatively autonomous' of capital 
interests or that the state constitutes 'a "contradictory unity", exhibiting both positive and 
negative features for both capital and labour' (Pierson, 1991, p. 57). These two approaches are 
considered in terms of the work of Althusser and Offe respectively. 
As a principle of explanation, relative autonomy was first engaged by Althusser (1969) - hence, 
Althussarian structuralism - in response to the structuralism of economic determinists who 
'focus on the extemal constraints which prevent the state elite or state system from pursuing 
policies contrary to the interests of capital' (Jessop, 1990, p. 146). By contrast, Althusser 
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(1969) understands society as a complex stmctured whole, comprising spheres or regions (the 
economic, the political and the ideological) which while relatively autonomous, nonetheless 
have impact on each other and are, 'in the last instance', subject to economic determination. 
This rejection of 'crude' economic determinism, through the infusion of relative autonomy, 
allows for explanation of state policy influenced by interests other than those of capital, while at 
the same time placing constraints on such influence and political gains that might threaten the 
long-term accumulation of capital by the dominant class. Neo-marxists who hold to a view of 
relative autonomy write in analogous terms of an economic base and an extra-economic 
superstiiicmre - the latter relatively autonomous of the former except in die last instance. 
However, not all neo-marxists regard the economic as deterministic of state-societal relations 
either in the first, last or any intermediate instance (see Jessop, 1990, pp. 79-104) and 
consequendy recommend that relative autonomy, along with economic determinism, be 
'consigned to the theoretical dustbin' (Jessop, 1990, p. 103). Pusey (1991) similariy argues 
that the notion of relative autonomy, as a qualifier of economic determinism, is flawed given its 
narrow formation around European and North American experience, its over-reliance on a 
theory of class to the exclusion of capital, and its blindness in relation to culture. Particulariy 
with respect to the Australian state, he notes that since Federation in 1901 capitalism in Australia 
has been characterised by its dependence on a 'strong' state for its viability and that 'it was not 
until the 1930s that private capital investments exceeded public capital outiays - and they still 
accounted for just over one-third of total capital formation in the 1970s' (Pusey, 1991, p. 214). 
In tendering his altemative 'strategic-relational' approach, Jessop (1990) suggests that the 
relationship amongst institutional orders is better understood as involving co-evolution, mutual 
penetration and reciprocal adaptation. Here, the real problem becomes not how to explain the 
determination of the interests of capital over social relations, but 'to assess the relative weight of 
different institutions and social forces in determining specific outcomes in a complex changing 
conjuncture' (Jessop, 1990, p. 103). Thus, Jessop writes of the state as: 
... capitalist to the extent that it creates, maintains or restores the conditions required for 
capital accumulation in a given situation. It is non-capitalist to the extent that these 
conditions are not realised. (Jessop, 1990, p. 354) 
Offe's (1984) explanation of economic and extra-economic relationships as ones of 
contradiction and contest is often regarded as the most well developed neo-marxist position on 
the welfare state (Pierson, 1991, p. 58). Drawing on Luhmann, Offe argues that the social 
system under advanced capitalism can be represented by three sub-systems: the economic, the 
political administrative and the normative (legitimation) or cultural. Given the contradictions of 
capitalism, with its negative effects on both accumulation and legitimation, the state seeks to 
'harmonise the "privately regulated" capitalist economy with the processes of socialisation this 
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economy triggers' (Offe, 1984, p. 51). Here the welfare state and its interests are seen to be 
'constituted-divided' (Poulantzas, 1973; 1978) and its policy interventions understood as 
mediations between the interests of accumulation and legitimation, produced in the interests of 
capital only to the extent that such policies can be equated with the national interest and can 
secure popular support. 
Developing this argument further, Offe (1984; 1985) notes that the contradictions within the 
economic system increasingly express themselves as conttadictions within the political system, 
with similar degenerative effects. Despite adjusting its policies in an effort to manage these 
crises and maintain the welfare settiement between capital and labour - a strategy it pursued 
successfully for about twenty-five to thirty years following the Second Worid War - the state 
has become increasingly ineffective. Indeed, this tension in reconciling policies of 
accumulation and legitimation was most evident within the Australian state, govemed from 
1983 to 1996 by a socially democratic Austtalian Labor Party. As Emy notes: 
Aldiough Mr Keating in particular argued convincingly that restmcmring [the economy 
and particulariy the labour market] was fundamental to preserving the fumre security of 
Australian industries, jobs and living standards, especially those of the working class, 
the more the party in govemment emphasised die need to create a more open, productive 
and competitive market economy, the more it seemed to be retreating from - and even 
reneging on - the party's original reformist ideals. (Emy, 1993, p. 7) 
Such 'stmctural disintegration' is hardly surprising, given that: 
... the compromise of the interests of capital and labour which it [the welfare state] 
allowed could only be temporary. In the longer run, the structure of organised 
capitalism/Fordism ... tended to undermine the conditions for long-term capital 
accumulation. (Pierson, 1991, p. 63, emphasis original) 
Offe (1985) sees 'disorganised' capitalism, and its related post-Fordist strategies of capital 
accumulation, as emerging to replace an exhausted welfare state settlement and authorising a 
decreased state capacity for economic intervention on behalf of the interests of labour. Indeed, 
under disorganised capitalism the political influence of labour is fragmented, along with the 
labour force itself, such that political activity becomes centred around new combinations of 
actors and issues that transcend distinctions of capital and labour (Przeworski, 1985, p. 82). 
However, post-marxists - as implied by the shift in analysis beyond the Keynesian welfare state 
to engage globalisation - understand diese new developments as indicative of the welfare state's 
prospective restructuring (Pierson, 1991, p. 187); its sovereignty challenged and perhaps 
'shrinking', but not 'withered' (Crook, Pakulski & Waters, 1992). Further, the effect on the 
state remains conttadictory, with the post-Fordist regime constraining state policies to ones that 
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enhance the accumulation of capital whilst in the same 'breath' attempting to accommodate new 
social movements such as feminism and environmentalism. What remains within the state and 
its policies is the challenge, albeit in new ways, to the exploitative character of capitalism. What 
has altered is the shift from authoritative to manipulative forms of social control (Crook, 
Pakulski & Waters, 1992, p. 103) similar to those envisaged under corporatism as discussed 
above. 
3.2.6 The new right: policy produced in the interests of the market 
The new right political and economic critique of the state and its societal relations developed 
around the mid 1960s to the mid 1970s as a reaction to problems of capital accumulation within 
liberal democracies; problems which some new right critics blamed on the array and quantity of 
state intervention. In essence, these attacks on the modem state amount to rehearsals of eariier 
notions drawn from two distinctive, and often disparate, theoretical perspectives now applied to 
curtent political arrangements. The first of these perspectives within new right discourse draws 
on a neo-conservatism which argues that modem democratic society lacks a proper regard for 
morality, authority and law which were evident in past social epochs. Within this perspective, 
traditional practices are the embodiment of the accumulated practical wisdom of the past and 
should not be dispensed with on the basis of new ideologies or reason that have not stood the 
test of time. Consequently, for neo-conservatives the changes wrought by welfare capitalism 
were bound to result in social problems because of their departure from established ways of 
acting and being. 
The neo-conservative resolution of these issues lies in a strong interventionist state aimed at 
'conservative restoration' through the imposition of a particular set of traditional rules and 
values. In Australia, this rationale has been evident in recent 'political correctness' and race 
debates which have attempted to wind back some of the gains made by minority groups in 
Australia since the 1960s. Within more specific education contexts, neo-conservative 
influences have been most notable with respect to the (re)introduction of universal testing, 
particularly in content areas that are traditionally mle-dominated such as literacy and numeracy. 
For example, recently a national and annual literacy test of Australian primary school students 
has been established while some Australian universities have responded to the neo-conservative 
influence by introducing programs to improve the literacy of their tertiary students (Campus 
Review, 8-14 February, 1996, p. 9). 
However, it is the second and neo-liberal strand of new right ideology that has had the greatest 
impact on the political and economic discourses of Australian society and on OECD countries 
more generally. Informed by a range of theoretical imperatives including those of public choice 
theory and the Austrian school of political economy, neo-liberals argue that the welfare state has 
displaced the rational principles of liberal capitalism which can only be restored through re-
establishing the prominence and freedom of the market. Consequendy, and at odds with the 
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advocacy of neo-conservatives for a strong state, neo-liberals argue that the role of the state 
needs to be 'peeled back', particulariy with respect to its welfare activities and its consttaints on 
the business sector. It is this neo-liberal sttand of new right theorising that provides the major 
focus for the discussion in this section. 
Broadly, neo-liberals hold to a neo-classical view of economics (and politics) which rejects the 
labour dieory of value (embraced by classical political economists and marxists) for a theory of 
prices and costs based on the utility to individuals of goods, services and resources (including 
labour). Embedded in this relationship between costs and benefits is an understanding of 
individuals as self-interested. That is, rational individuals always behave in ways that maximise 
their individual benefits net of any costs. Such a perspective, at times referred to as economic 
rationalism, enables neo-liberals to discard the liberal 'assumption that people can be arranged 
along a single left-right ideological dimension' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 99), for a more 
'free-ranging' representation of individuals as disengaged from ideological restrictions in 
pursuit of personal benefit. Indeed, neo-liberals are committed to explanations of society that 
are framed in terms of individuals, rather than collectives. The latter, they suggest, 'are merely 
shorthand ways of referring to individuals who share certain characteristics ... [That is] entities 
other than individuals which have goals, purposes or needs are [regarded as] "holistic" 
fallacies' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 90). 
Within capitalism, neo-liberals promote the market as the most appropriate mechanism for the 
regulation of individual self-interest and for the generation of social welfare. They contend that 
through a somewhat enigmatic but nonetheless compassionate 'invisible hand', markets are able 
to minimise the selfish and often short-term objectives of individuals while maximising the 
social and economic benefits of individuals generally. Herein lies the possibility for a 'great' 
even if 'unknowable order' (Pierson, 1991, p. 43), achieved through what Hayek (1982) terms 
'catallaxy': 'the special kind of spontaneous order produced by the market through people 
acting within the mles of the laws of property, tort and contract' (Hayek, 1982, vol. 2, p. 109). 
The state's proper role in this order is minimal. It should provide the framework for catallaxy 
to develop by securing protection from violence, enforcing laws of property and exchange, and 
by providing those minimal goods, services and resources (such as roads, health, and 
education) that the market cannot efficientiy provide itself. Consequendy, state policy 
production is govemed primarily by interests in support of the market with the expectation that 
in so doing the welfare of individuals in general will be enhanced. 
Understandably, neo-liberal theorists are critical of welfare states that grow beyond this minimal 
role and intervene in the workings of the market to imbalance the 'natural' weighting of costs 
and benefits. They argue that within the market, forces are at work to regulate economic 
mismanagement. However, in unchecked 'political' markets, state actors are insulated (through 
the electoral system, the law and bureaucratic structures) from the adverse effects of their 
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actions, enabling them to establish and continue with policies which are economically irrational. 
In odier words, states are able to sustain policies that allocate benefits to individuals even when 
they are outweighed by their costs ('hidden' through such mechanisms as increased indirect 
taxes and deficit budgets). Given a largely unknowable market order, neo-liberals add that such 
state interventions always have unintended consequences which invariably lessen the possibility 
of a general social benefit. In part, this is because welfare state policies tend to be influenced by 
strong sectional interests (especially those of labour) with particularistic goals. Further, neo-
liberals suggest that such policies are based on a (re)distributive approach to social justice which 
undermines the (procedural) 'justice' of the market inherent in its cost and benefit exchanges, 
thereby penalising the successful, overriding individual freedoms, and prolonging the 
dependency of those in need. 
As for the welfare state itself, neo-liberals complain that the state and its policies no longer serve 
the public interest (or, more correctiy, whatever promotes the interests of the market), but those 
interests of its own which tend to be fragmented over a range of issues and linked to outside 
interests. Here, state actors appear as 'self-interested persons like anyone else with private 
preferences which affected their conduct in making and administering policy' (Green, 1987, p. 
93). As a consequence, and in comparison to the market, state policy making is 'coercive, non-
interactive, insensitive to price and preference signals, inefficiendy organised and lacking in 
cost-consciousness' (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987, p. 124). Further, there is little concem for 
policy coordination since the interests of state policy makers: 
... are best served by devising rapid responses to diverse immediate demands, even if 
the consequence is to create a bafflingly fragmented policy system where the effects of 
many govemment interventions are to counteract each other. (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 
1987, p. 107) 
However, what does appear as constant is the general growth of state budgets and influence. 
As Kaufman (1976) suggests, state agencies appear almost immortal, experiencing steady rates 
of 'birth' coupled with low rates of 'death'. 
The simplicity of the neo-liberal argument is appealing, although deceptive. The problems of 
modem society, it is argued, can be traced to the interference of the state in the affairs of the 
market. Therefore, remedies lie in the state's withdrawal to a position of minimal intervention. 
It has been a most successful argument in several liberal democracies, including Australia (see, 
for example, Pusey, 1991), in recent decades. What is not so simple, however, is the neo-
liberal premise of 'maximising individuals'. Examples of individuals consciously acting in 
ways that maximise the benefits of others to the detriment of themselves, even if minimal, are 
not hard to imagine. Nor is an argument based on the unknowable certainties of the market any 
more convincing. Indeed, what does seem certain about the market is its underlying inequality 
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in the exchanges of benefits for costs, with some, through position and resources, enjoying 
greater bargaining power than others. In effect, propositions of neo-liberals amount to little 
more than a transfer of sovereignty from the state to the market with deleterious effects on the 
welfare of everyone other than the economically powerful. 
3.2.7 Feminism: policy produced in the interests of the 'male-stream' 
As a distinct yet diverse body of social theory, feminism has its origins in two waves of 
women's movements, discemible in the late nineteenth to eariy twentieth centuries and in the 
1960s, but has particulariy developed in prominence over the last two decades. Indeed, some 
suggest that these more recent and postmodern developments constitute a third wave of 
feminism or at least that 'feminist theories have, in certain senses, helped to create the 
conditions of possibility for postmodernist theories' (Kenway, 1992, p. 122); conditions 
considered in more detail below. Broadly, feminism's centtal claim is that women (as a sex) are 
oppressed in order to advance the interests of men (as a sex) (Allen, 1990, p. 22), although 
there is some variation amongst feminists concerning the strength they attribute to this 
oppression and to the mechanisms which institute it. Liberal-feminists, for example, do not 
regard traditional political stmctures as being so impregnated by men that they cannot be 
colonised by feminist agendas, whilst radical feminists see such structures and practices as 
inherendy and irredeemably biased towards men; issues expanded below. 
Given feminism's primary concem with the oppression of women, feminist theories of the state 
have traditionally focused on how the state is involved in this oppression, whose interests are 
served by the state acting in this way, and how the state works (or can be 'encouraged' to 
work) to secure benefits for women in line with those of men (Sharp & Broomhill, 1988, p. 4). 
Modem feminists answer such questions in a variety of ways which tend to have three common 
threads: each concentrates on gender-specific features of the state, each expands evaluations of 
the economy to include the impact of the domestic unpaid workforce (predominantly 
represented by women), and each contends that while women are actively involved in the 
production and consumption of welfare, this arrangement primarily serves die interests of men. 
In acknowledging the dominance of liberalism and marxism (and variations of these) on 
political thought and the development of the modem state, Kenway (1990) observes that their 
influence on traditional feminisms is hardly surprising. While feminists are genuinely critical of 
'male-stream' (O'Brien, 1981) state theories, these theoretical antecedents have nevertheless 
formed 'the basis for the construction of different, though related, feminist theoretical and 
political agendas' (Kenway, 1990, p. 11). Kenway identifies three broad and corresponding 
approaches to feminist state theory, respectively advocated by radical, liberal and marxist-
feminists. The second two are described by radical feminists as 'adjectival' in orientation since, 
in their view, '"the state" remains intact, unviolated by anything more than the odd adjective 
"male"' (Allen, 1990, p. 29). A more accommodating explanation of liberal and marxist-
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feminist state theory is that each has its own perspective on the salience of the state in modem 
society but this is developed through the deconstiiiction of existing theory and its reconstiaiction 
to accommodate feminist insights. By contrast, radical feminism claims to be more 
revolutionary (although expressly non-violent), seeking theoretical constructs and political 
action outside the sphere of the state (a rejection of the state's theoretical and political relevance 
for feminism) and often preferring forums such as the family and the workplace. This is 
because radical feminists regard the state and the production of its policies as so sti-ongly linked 
to or 'captured' by the interests of men that the interests of women are not able to be 
accommodated. Indeed, radical feminists regard the state as a tool used by men to legitimise 
and institutionalise oppressive relationships based on perverted expressions of male and female 
biological differences. It is a perspective that provides perhaps the most radical departure from 
much male-stream theory explored above in that it is grounded in the belief that the primary 
division within society is between women and men and in its rejection of the state as a site for 
possible political gains. 
Liberal feminism holds a less antagonistic view of the state, proclaiming liberalism's potential 
utility in pursuing the universal application of the principles of individualism that liberal-
feminists often regard as gender blind. Kenway (1990, pp. 13-14) notes four central ambitions 
of liberal feminism for the state and policy: to effect anti-discrimination legislation, to place 
women in positions of power and influence, to balance the workforce in relation to the sexes 
(including work of a prestigious nature), and to discourage sex stereotyping (considered the 
basis of inequalities between men and women). In effect, it is a pluralist view of the state and 
society (discussed above) in which the interests of women form one more pressure group. 
Thus: 
... the state is regarded, ultimately, as sufficiently neutral to accommodate women and 
women's interests once women are able to achieve representation within its power 
stmctures and to exert sufficient pressure. (Kenway, 1990, p. 14) 
There are, however, some notable departures by liberal feminists from liberalism in as much as 
it is seen to contribute to the subordination of women. The most significant of these is the 
public/private distinction within society 'created' by liberals to restrict the sovereignty of the 
state and ensure individual freedoms. Apart from the 'blurring' of these boundaries evident in 
state and family interactions, liberal feminists also argue that such distinctions (incorrectiy) limit 
politics to the public sphere (the realm of capital and the state) and disempower women whose 
influence has historically resided in private arenas; the classic feminist slogan 'the personal is 
political' is one manifestation of this feminist argument. It is a criticism directed at both 
conservatives who reinforce the public/private distinction by arguing that the place for women is 
in the home, as well as liberals whose rhetoric supports the equal participation of women in the 
public sphere, but fails to recognise the structural impediments of women's 'private' worlds 
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diat restrict such participation. 
Liberal feminism itself has also encountered some criticism, most notably from other feminists. 
Briefly, it is argued that liberal feminists advance the values and interests of a nartow specti^m 
of women, typically those associated with economically powerful or professional women who 
have benefited from state reforms, such as equal employment opportunities and anti-
discrimination legislation. Further, with its focus on atomised individuals, liberal feminism 
stmggles theoretically to deliver a sense of collective action by women against oppression. In 
sum, consideration of the economic is diminished, the voices of women who are poor, black, 
or from minority groups are marginalised and solidarity amongst women generally is lost. An 
altemative perspective, drawing on marxist understandings of the domination of capital over 
labour, offers the potential to more adequately address such issues. However, for marxist-
feminists, realising this potential requires some revision of marxism's blindness with respect to 
the discriminations within labour (including those of remuneration) determined by sex 
difl'erences and the unpaid domestic work of women which supports the (biological, physical 
and emotional) reproduction of labour. 
Kenway (1990) distinguishes between three marxist-feminist perspectives of the state and 
policy production. The first of these regards the state as essentially capitalist, shaping and 
exploiting pre-existing forms of oppression of women (Finch & Groves, 1983, p. 5) as an 
economic strategy to displace costs involved in reproducing labour. Specifically, this is 
achieved through designating women as (i) the 'natural' bearers of unpaid domestic work, (ii) 
in 'reserve' for times of labour shortage - something akin to unemployment but with costs that 
are more effectively 'hidden' (see Thiele, 1986) - and as (iii) most suited (in view of their 
'feminine' qualities) to employment in 'the social welfare industry' (Rein, 1985) which is 
geared to the reproduction of labour and which comes at a comparatively low cost given its 
classification as 'women's work'. In tum, the successful implementation of such a strategy 
'subsidises those economic costs which would have otherwise to be met by capital, through the 
direct provision of services, increased taxation or an increase in workers' wages' (Pierson, 
1991, p. 76). 
A second marxist-feminist approach suggests that the state is both capitalist and patriarchal in 
that the restricted participation of women in the workforce serves capital, as outlined, whilst 
also enhancing the participation of men. Thus, women are not only 'confined' to the 'caring' 
occupations, such as health and education, but even within these occupations (in which the 
overwhelming majority of workers are women) men are typically in the majority at the more 
senior decision-making levels (Pierson, 1991, p. 79). Even within the state itself work and 
workers are similarly segmented according to sex differences, with policy makers almost 
exclusively men except in areas considered peripheral to the central concems of the state. In 
Australia, for example, those small groups of well educated and comparatively elite women 
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who do hold high positions within the state, who are committed to feminist policies and who 
might properiy be termed bureaucrats, or 'femocrats' (Lynch, 1984; Franzway, Court & 
Connell, 1989; Yeatinan, 1990), are generally: 
... concentrated in women's units in key departments and, most numerously, in the 
great new growth industry of EEO [Equal Employment Opportunity]. The title 
'femocrat' distinguishes these women from their bureaucratic sisters [even fewer in 
number] who work in so called 'mainstream' areas of policy and administration. 
(Lynch, 1984, p. 40) 
Whilst it is recognised that the oppression of labour by capital and the oppression of women by 
men do not always share harmonious ends, this marxist-feminist view of the state and policy 
production, much like the preceding one, tends to be functionalist in orientation, regarding the 
overriding direction of the state as promoting the interests of capitalism and patriarchy or simply 
capitalism. 
It is in reaction to such functionalism that a third marxist-feminist perspective suggests that the 
state is subject to the contradictory demands of capitalism and patriarchy and is itself involved in 
achieving its own political ends. Further, such competition is not restricted to 'outside' 
demands but includes intemal competition between state agencies and agents. Rather than an 
arbiter between the competing interests of capital, patriarchy or a range of others, the state 
becomes a site within which 'competing needs and demands are refracted, mediated and 
translated into actual policies' (Sharp & Broomhill, 1988, p. 29). Here lies the potential to 
explain not only the exploitation of women by men and capital but also to account for the real 
political gains that women have been able to achieve in and through the state; gains that might 
fall short of certain ideals but gains nonetheless. Indeed, they are gains which ultimately 
'constitute a "second-best" strategy for both women and capital' (Pierson, 1991, p. 72, 
emphasis original). 
In her critique of these liberal and marxist feminisms and their theorising of the state, Judith 
Allen (1990) suggests that they constimte little more than a feminist flavouring of traditional 
theories which in the end theoretically contain or marginalise feminists to the category of one 
interest group. More specifically, Allen argues that within liberal and marxist versions of 
feminism, '"the state" is not embraced as offering indispensable clarity or simplifying any 
complexity that feminist theory needs to address' (1990, p. 28), but instead it retards feminism 
with 'burdensome theoretical baggage' (1990, p. 23) that is at best irrelevant and at worst 
obstructive in relation to its analysis. In short, Allen claims that 'feminism has been a tolerant 
fellow traveller, along routes dictated by the theoretical needs of others, for quite long enough' 
(1990, p. 34) and what feminism now requires are theories of other more significant categories 
and processes 'indigenous' to feminist theory; the state an unhelpful and unwelcome import. 
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Allen's argument is for theoretical and political purity, as much as it is for clarity, particulariy 
given her view that when feminism is modified (and obstructed) by other political positions, 
such as liberalism and marxism, it is unrecognisable as feminism (1990, p. 22). By contrast, 
Kenway (1992), drawing on Anna Yeatman (1990), posits that: 
... the political struggles associated with feminism cannot be understood, and neither can 
they be effective, unless feminists have a more comprehensive understanding of the ways 
in which their political activities are caught up in a plurality of political movements and 
processes. (Kenway, 1992, p. 120) 
Such theorising by Yeatman and Kenway represents feminist attempts to move beyond 'the 
clear if simple politics of intervention advocated by the above positions' (Bulbeck, 1994, p. 11) 
of liberalism and marxism, while also retaining the state as a tool and site of analysis. It is a 
view shared by many 'femocrats' - female bureaucrats working within the Australian state and 
committed to feminist politics - who understand the necessity of employing a 'grounded 
strategy' within the state to advance feminist agendas (Lingard, 1995). These feminists 
acknowledge that traditional 'state dieories have not been particulariy concemed to deconstmct 
and analyse the sexual political context in which their theories have been formed' (Grace, 1994, 
p. 19) and that feminist theorising has been largely avoided in standard definitions of state 
power. However, rather than reject the state as a tool of analysis, the shift from a 'feminism of 
things' (material events) to a 'feminism of words' (their discursive meanings) (Barrett, 1992) 
has encouraged these feminists to argue for a 'historically sensitive, locationally specific and 
holistic analysis' (Kenway, 1992, p. 119) of the state that accommodates complexity and 
coherence, and challenges the theoretical limitations of dualist constructions; insights gained 
through feminist theorising of sexual politics that produced such concepts as phallocentrism, 
patriarchy and sexism (Grace, 1994). 
A second aspect of Allen's critique of the state also engages with this 'shift' in social theorising 
- more broadly represented as a shift from modernity to postmodemity - but in a way that 
suggests that the state's usefulness as a conceptual tool to support feminist analysis is restricted 
to generalisations of limited value. Her judgement is that: 
'The state' is a category of abstraction that is too aggregative, too unitary and too 
unspecific to be of much use in addressing the disaggregated, diverse and specific (or 
local) sites that must be of most pressing concem to feminists. (Allen, 1990, p. 22) 
Allen's argument here is a post-structural one. She contends that if 'the state' is to assist 
feminism, and she doubts that it can, it must be 'deglobalized' to address the uneven and 
changing contexts which feminists engage (1990, p. 29). There is considerable merit in this 
Chapter 3: The state and policy production 
64 
challenge for the state, broached in more detail below and in Chapter 4. However, the logical 
extension of this analysis to the feminist narrative also presents problems for feminists; 'post-
structuralism runs the risk of conceptualising notions of oppression, sexual difference and 
identity out of existence' (Kenway, 1992, p. 137, drawing on Martin, 1988). Feminism itself, 
not just the state, is threatened by post-structural analysis that questions its meta-narrative 
dimensions (Di Stefano, 1990). Again, these structural and post-structural issues are retumed 
to below and in Chapters 4 and 5. Here, however, it is worth noting that while many feminists 
welcome the deconstmctive methodologies of these social theories, several are wary of the 
production of a 'negative feminism', the politics of which are that: 
... you cannot mobilize a movement that is only and always against; you must have a 
positive altemative, a vision of a better future that can motivate people to sacrifice their 
time and energy toward its realization. (Alcoff, 1988, p. 271) 
And, as noted, the theoretical implications of post-structuralism also present feminism with 
difliculties: 
... if tmth has no guarantees then how can feminism justify its existence given that its 
historical understanding has been that women live out their lives in various conditions of 
subordination? If all tmths are relative, then why seek to build feminist theory? In such a 
scenario does a feminist theory of the state, or anything else for that matter, have any 
place at all? (Kenway, 1992, p. 138) 
In coming to terms with these difficult political and theoretical issues there have been a number 
of recent 'attempts to forge links between [activist women,] femocrats and feminist academics 
in this new [post-structural] environment' (Bulbeck, 1994, p. 11), in an effort to produce 
political and theoretical positions that are both practical and meaningful. In the midst of this 
activity, 'those who attempt to work through the political implications of postmodernist 
feminism often find themselves returning to certain aspects of modernist feminism for 
assistance' (Kenway, 1992, p. 122); the term 'postmodernist' used interchangeably here with 
'post-stmcturalist', a proposition challenged in Chapter 5. 
Martin (1988, pp. 13-18) refers to this straddling of structural and post-structural feminisms as 
a 'double strategy' whereby feminism is (re)constructed through the incorporation of the salient 
features of both, even if this is at odds with current 'theoretical correctness' and creates some 
uneasy theoretical alliances. In particular, post-structuralism's relativism is renegotiated by 
these feminists through a collective subjectivity. In other words, they suggest that 'knowledge 
can be cumulative and that some truths are more convincing than others' (Kenway, 1992, p. 
140); issues retumed to in Chapter 5. Yet while post-stmctural feminism has produced a series 
of sketches of the state and policy production, they have to date remained sketches (Connell, 
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1990). For Kenway (1992), the sustained development of such feminist state theory will 
depend on whether feminists are able to accommodate and transcend the worids of modernity 
and postmodemity. It is to these issues of modemity and postmodemity that the Chapter now 
turns. 
3.2.8 Postmodernism: policy produced within multiple narratives 
There is considerable disagreement within the literature concerning postmodem beginnings, 
although most postmodernists look to the 1960s and the eariy 1970s as the period when 
postmodem social theory emerged as a significant body of knowledge in response to the 
different streams of thought contesting the tertains of science, philosophy and culture. Such 
identification of postmodern origins frames the modem and its counter-culture in 'contest' and, 
indeed, postmodern reaction to and departure from things modern is often regarded as 
definitional. Jameson (1991, pp. 56-61), for example, in his combinatoire of postmodemisms 
(their interactions and intersections) describes a variety of reactions to and departures from 
modemity in terms of an anti-modemism, a pro-postmodemism, a regenerated modemism, and 
an 'apocalyptic' modernism. The insight of this classification is that the binary implied in a 
break between the modem and the postmodem is perhaps too simple since not only does the 
postmodern represent many reactions and departures, and hence many postmodemisms 
(Kemmis, 1992), it also accommodates these divergent positions or narratives seemingly 
without conflict and without hint of hierarchal relationships. Moreover, each postmodemism is 
not necessarily intemally coherent (at least not in a modem sense) and nor is such coherence 
sought. This is because postmodemists reject unifying or dominant accounts of social life, 
preferring those that accenmate the fragmented, discontinuous, temporary and chaotic; the 
hallmarks of postmodemist thought (Harvey, 1989, p. 9). 
Jameson's (1991) distinction between 'reactionary' and 'progressive' postmodemisms, 
although not absolute, is also important here since it infers more than just a rejection of what is 
modem and a celebration of what is postmodem. What is also implied is a significantly 
different intervention into politics, economy and social life (Harvey, 1989, p. 114). For 
Giddens (1990, p. 45), such intervention suggests a distinction - one which he claims is not 
readily adhered to in the literamre - that constitutes the difference between postmodemism and 
postmodemity. The former, he suggests, concems aesthetic reflection upon the order of social 
life evident in fields such as literature, architecture, music and the creative arts generally. Bell 
(1990) and Harvey (1989) depict modemism similariy as a cultural or aesthetic response to 
conditions of modemity, one that is itself 'troubled and fluctuating' (Harvey, 1989, p. 99). 
What presumably marks modemism and postmodemism off from each other, then, is a general 
shift in 'the structure of feeling' (Harvey, 1989, p. 39) from acquiescence to censure of the 
universal. By comparison, postmodemity is a movement or trajectory of social development 
that claims to take us away from the instimtions of modemity towards a new and distinct social 
organisation. This shift, expressed in fields as diverse as linguistics, anthropology. 
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philosophy, rhetoric, pohtical science and theology, is in 'sensibility, practices and discourse 
formations which distinguish a post-modem set of assumptions, experiences and propositions 
from that of a preceding period' (Huyssen, 1984, p. 50). 
Hartley summarises diis distinction between postmodemity and postmodemism thus: 'I refer to 
postmodemity in die chronological sense. I refer to postmodemism as die culttiral expression 
of postmodemity' (1994, p. 233). Jameson, too, is at pains to point out 'the radical distmction 
between a view for which the postmodem is one (optional) style amongst many others avadable 
and one which seeks to grasp it as die cultiiral dominant of die logic of late capitalism' (1991, 
pp. 45-46). Broadly, then, die postinodem can be taken to imply a change in die general 
settings of social hfe brought about by revolutions in information (Lyotard, 1984), image 
(Baudrillard, 1981) and capital accumulation (Jameson, 1983), with one result being die 
conjoming of die production and consumption of goods and culture. Hartley most cogendy 
relates these modem and postmodem positions on production and consumption when he 
comments that: 
... the traditional work ethic, die ethic required for production, is said to be increasingly 
set aside in favour of the consumer ethic. So marked has been this culUiral change that it 
has come to be regarded as the cultural expression of the postmodem condition. (Hartley, 
1994, pp. 232-233) 
Hartley's argument is that the postmodem positioning of individuals as consumers rather than 
producers requires new processes of production which utdise die discourses of consumerism: 
slogans and metaphors of 'ownership', 'diversity', 'choice' which Hartley (1994) suggests, 
drawing on Foucault, constimte a new moral technology. For Hartley, however, these post-
Fordist production processes of 'disorganised' capitahsm (Offe, 1985) are httie more than 
'Taylorism ... marketed with a new image' (Hartley, 1994, p. 234), manifested in checklists, 
performance ratings, budget specifications, and strategic plans. 
Hence, within this new social space - govemed, suggest some, by a 'postmodern pluralism' m 
which diversity, flexibihty and autonomy are die organising logics, rather dian a 'unity of 
disunity' (Berman, 1982, p. 15) - diere is also an emphasis on aesthetics. Baudrillard (1981) 
expresses it as 'simulacmm': that solicitation of images, disembodied from thek historical and 
cultural origins, used to constmct or 'collage' new and multiple realities. In recent years, 
Austrahan television - the 'new' sociahsing mechanism (Hinkson, 1991, pp. 21-24) - has 
provided a sense of such constmction in the organisation of its most popular programs around 
'compilation' (collections of video chps or previous program segments) and 'infotainment' 
(information presented as entertainment) (Adams, 1994, p. 62). But it is die Intemet, the 
intemational and pubhc network of electtonicaUy transmitted information and image, that best 
embodies the new social stmctures envisaged by the postmodem. Milner describes it as: 
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... die fourth world, die global juggemaut of ones and zeroes, bound by neither 
govemment nor constitution, dependent on no-one, conti-olled by no-one, die biggest 
community catch-all on die planet ... [where] geography is no more dian a keyboard. 
(Milner, 1994, p. 49) 
Yet, as alluded to above, much of what is clauned to be postmodem also rests on what is 
understood to be modem. According to its critics, modemity is characteristically positivistic, 
technocratic, rationahstic and totalising whilst die modernist project is concemed widi absolute 
tmths, rational plarming and hnear progress towards some Utopian social order. It is an 
understanding of modemity that allows Eagleton to describe recent postmodem departiires thus: 
We are now m die process of wakening from the nightmare of modemity, with its 
manipulative reason and fetish of die totality, mto die laidback pluralism of the post-
modem, that heterogeneous range of life-styles and language games which has 
renounced the nostalgic urge to totahse and legitimate itself (Eagleton, 1987, p. 3) 
However, not all social theorists, including Eagleton, agree with this caricature of modemity 
and consequendy question claimed departures. Their disagreement invariably draws on 
illustrations of the very characteristics postmodemists ascribe to postmodemity. Watts, for 
example, notes diat 'much of this [recent concem with modemity] has an uncanny resonance 
with, is even a dkect extension of, die concems and criticisms of anti-modernists in the 
nineteendi century' (1993, p. 40). Further, die altemative diversity and freedom that is 
presumably characteristic of the postmodem is at times found wanting in the very experiences 
postmodemists claim to be informing the new social order. Hartley's (1994) analysis, outhned 
above, of the production processes of late capitahsm is a case in point. He argues that 
postinodemism projects 'mixed messages' which appeal to die culture of consumption but are 
directed at the scientific management of consent. 
Similarly, in Australia, Kerry Stokes (media proprietor) has questioned the diversity imphcit in 
the 'superhighway' - the nomenclature given to the carrier for pay television as well as other 
new digital technologies. Drawing parallels with the American experience, he notes that 'the 
choice of channels is enormous, but the choice of programs is very nartow indeed [due to 
market forces which seek high financial returns]. The words of Henry Ford apply better to 
television than they ever did to cars: "You can have any colour as long as it's black'" (Simper, 
1994, p. 60). Given such similarities. Watts asks, 'if there is an arguable continuity m the 
critiques of modemity and postmodemity, are die features of die modernising and 
postmodemising experiences sufficientiy different to wartant the typological distinction?' 
(1993, p. 40). Examining the more recent 'communications revolution' (Hinkson, 1991), 
Watts concludes that the changes are profound, but that the revolution 'belongs not to the late 
twentieth centiiry but to die nineteenth' (Watts, 1993, p. 41) and diat its attribution to a 
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condition of postmodemity is at best premature. 
From this position Harvey challenges the classification of modemity as totalising, arguing that it 
'not only entails a ruthless break with any or all preceding historical conditions, but is 
characterised by a never-ending process of intemal ruptures and fragmentations within itself 
(1989, p. 12). On this point Giddens (1990) is most lucid. In the epochal shift from the pre-
modern to the modem, he notes that 'one type of certainty (divine law) was replaced with 
another (the certainty of our senses, of empirical observation), and divine providence was 
replaced by providential progress' (Giddens, 1990, p. 48). Yet the validity of this new 
certainty remained only 'until further notice', for to embrace it as 'law' or as 'absolute truth' 
would mean to 'relapse into dogma and become separate from the very sphere of reason which 
determines what validity is in the first place' (Giddens, 1990, p. 49). At the heart of 
modemity, then, is an uncertainty that expresses itself periodically in 'intemal mptures' which 
lead to new understandings and then new mptures; a view also held by Bell (1990). 
In exploring the intervals between such mptures, Harvey (1989) identifies a number of loosely 
defined modemisms. While each shares something of the Enlightenment project (to which 
postmodemists react) - that is, the notion that there is one 'best' way to reach Utopian ends -
Harvey (1989) argues that throughout these periods the unity of Enlightenment reason was 
challenged and modified even during its greatest period of triumph (under universal or 'high' 
modemism) from the end of the Second Worid War until the mid 1960s. Toulmin (1990) 
similarly engages in periodising modernity, noting at least four 'generations' and 
problematising unitary accounts of the modernist project. Here the implications of a 
differentiated modemity are critical, for while most social theorists acknowledge significant 
changes to current life experiences and invariably point to similar examples to make their case, 
where they differ is in their evaluation of these changed conditions as constituting the 
'exhaustion' or 'extension' of modernity. Kemmis (1992), drawing on Toulmin (1990), 
observes that at its centre the disagreement between transformation and transition accounts lies 
in their respective understandings of modernity in terms of 'the quest for certainty ... [or] 
emancipation from oppression and false understanding' (Kemmis, 1992, p. 5). 
For those 'radical' modemists (Giddens, 1990) who hold to a 'critical spirit of modemity' 
(Kemmis, 1992, p. 25), postmodem theory exercises a positive influence 'in its concern for 
difference, for the difficulties of communication, for the complexity and nuances of interests, 
cultures, places, and the like' (Harvey, 1989, p. 113). Its danger, however, lies in its 
flucmations between political silence and political pragmatism - the ttansformation of politics to 
the level of aesthetics - where what 'looks good', particulariy from a fragmented or individual 
level, finds support. While 'de-differentiation' (Lash, 1988) of groupings might be 
aesthetically pleasing, radical modernists express disquiet that postmodern politicisation 
amounts to little more than the 'ghettoizing' of different voices (Harvey, 1989, p. 117) and 'the 
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disidentification of the claims of specific groups for social justice' (Kemmis, 1992, p. 27). 
Such concem for the retention of coherent politics is well expressed by Lovibond: 'can anyone 
ask me to say goodbye to emancipatory metanarratives when my own emancipation is still such 
a patchy, hit-and-miss affair?' (1990, p. 161). 
There is little doubt that the modern state forms the principal political and administrative 
framework for the pursuit of the modemist project (whether this is understood as the pursuit of 
certainty or of emancipation), which was most fully realised in the two decades following the 
Second Worid War. That is, the project of modemity is the project of the modem state; its 
strategy during its halcyon years most notably corporatist (Williamson, 1985; Jessop, 1990; 
Crook, Pakulski & Waters, 1992). The postmodem rejection of the modemist project, then, is 
also a rejection of the state and its modus operandi. Postmodern theorists regard the modem 
state as prone to totalising activity, expressed in the centralist production and administration of 
policy, and consequendy look to its demise. But while discarding the state 'metanarrative', the 
politics of postmodemity provide no discrimination for the allocation of values and hence no 
prescription for policy other than the imperatives of fragmentation and discontinuity. And, to 
use Lovibond's (1990) terms, postmodern policy production becomes even more of a 'hit-and-
miss affair' than it was under modemity. 
An altemative is a politics prepared to engage the 'hidden' conflicts amongst multiple realities 
whilst retaining the project of emancipation. In theorising these altematives, Hinkson (1991) 
sees four contemporary challenges for modernists and for postmodernists who would 
deconstruct or deregulate the state out of existence: specifically, those of welfare, 
intemationalisation, social integration and democracy. In brief, Hinkson (1991) argues that 
under current changes to social conditions the state's position is enhanced, rather than 
dissipated, by the need to (i) cater for more people requiring welfare, due to increases in 
unemployment and failed experimentation with new found freedoms; (ii) support the economy 
within 'extended markets', protect the environment from capital exploitation, and ensure the 
coexistence of multiple culmres; (iii) counteract the 'emptying' of individual identity through the 
distancing and transience of communication; and (iv) provide a place for democracy, which is 
dependent on responsibility as much as on autonomy, and curtail the totalising power of 
communications to reach into everyday settings and shape them on a mass basis. 
Crook, Pakulski and Waters (1992) also note the modern state's 'legitimation' or 
'governability' crisis, born of the social movements around the 1960s (reflections of the 
exclusion from the politics of the state felt by many) and the state's subsequent attempts to 
accommodate them. They suggest that the unintended consequences of the latter has led to 
escalating citizen demands, invariably directed at those most visible but less able to meet them 
and matched by a concomitant decline in the satisfaction of previous state provision. Faced 
with this new crisis, the state's survival, rather than its demise, has involved a shift 'from 
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centi-alised to decentralised state apparatuses, and from authoritative to manipulative forms of 
control' (Crook, Pakulski & Waters, 1992, p. 103). In 'opening its political realm to new 
social forces and demands' (Crook, Pakulski & Waters, 1992, p. 103), the 'minimal' state has 
sought to retain its ability to govem by 'steering at a distance' (Kickert, 1991; Marceau, 1993) 
and employing strategies of devolution. Crook, Pakulski and Waters (1992) note at least four 
such forms of devolution at work within new state practices. Broadly, these involve 
'horizontal' redistributions of powers to unions and quasi-govemment and specialised agencies; 
'vertical' shifts of responsibility both 'downwards' to lower levels of the state and community 
and 'upwards' to various international or supra-state bodies; and the privatisation and 
marketisation of activities deferring from the 'visible hand' of the state to the 'invisible hand' of 
the market. 
In short, postmodemity heralds the state's retreat and ultimate passing; its reversal 'part of a 
historical shift which closes the twentieth century and marks the end of its distinctive etatist 
project' (Crook, Pakulski & Waters, 1992, p. 80). Yet the postmodern argument for its own 
arrival, and hence the dissolution of the state, seems to rest on a particular view of modemity, 
not that well sustained through an examination of the literature conceming a differentiated 
modemist project. Neither is the argument for the irrelevance of a state, even a postmodem 
one, politically and dieoretically convincing given the lack of an altemative that can sustain the 
freedoms to which the postmodem aspires. What seems more paramount is not what we might 
call a changed and changing set of social events and experiences but how this impacts on the 
state and its production of policy. From what has been argued above, it would seem that 
'practices around die central theme of privatization offer useful indices not of the end of the state 
but of new boundaries being drawn up' (Watts, 1993/94, p. 154). That is, the postmodem 
scenario that die state is 'withering away' may be a simplistic interpretation of the 'rolling back' 
of the state from some of its traditional areas of policy intervention and/or its different activities 
in these and other areas. 
One way in which to describe these new boundaries for the state is in terms of globalisation: the 
re-balancing or renegotiation of time and space relations (Giddens, 1990) which impact on 
states and societies in terms of their cultures, politics, and economies (Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & 
Henry, 1997). Many of these features of globalisation have been discussed above within the 
modem/postmodem debate. In revisiting and reworking them here, two centtal points warrant 
highlighting. First, the changed time-space relations of globalisation mean that the 'distant', 
whether in geographical and/or social-cultural terms, is now 'close'; that is, distance presents 
fewer restrictions to social interaction. Indeed, the effects of globalisation are not just the 
removal of communication, image and production barriers, but the (re)development of these as 
organising logics of a larger global society. This is what has been referred to above as the 
debate between modemity and postmodemity and its attempt to account for changed sensibilities 
and practices of social organisation. Watts' explanation, for example, is that 'under the 
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conditions of modemity, die local and the global are brought into ever more tntiimate and 
contradictory relationship' (1993/94, p. 152). Secondly, such globalisation has had a number 
of effects on states and societies to the extent that people and groups of people are beginning to 
feel differentiy about themselves, no longer bound together primarily on the basis of diek 
shared territories or a sense of 'nationalism'; changes in 'the stiiicmre of feeling' (Harvey, 
1989, p. 39) reflected in the explanations of modemism and postmodemism discussed above. 
These new boundaries imposed by globalisation cause considerable difficulty for states m diek 
efforts to act according to then most recent practices, includmg diose diat produce pohcy. That 
is, diere are now seen to be social, political and economic problems beyond die capacities of 
single states to address, which has encouraged die appearance of ttansnational and 
supranational organisations diat seek to deal with issues such as 'the environment, disease, 
economic growth, maintaining peace and containing conflict' (Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 
1997, p. 56). In particular, Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard and Henry draw attention to the 'ideological 
and economic pressures upon the organisation and administtation at the level of die nation state 
flowing from globahsation' (1997, p. 56) which encourage a more 'intimate' relationship 
between state and economy. As Harvey explains: 
The state is now in a more problematic position. It is caUed upon to regulate die activities 
of corporate capital in the national interest at the same time as it is forced, also in the 
national interest, to create a 'good business climate' to act as an inducement to trans-
national and global finance capital. (Harvey, 1989, p. 170) 
This changed relationship between the state and society has caused some state theorists to 
reconceive of these categories as mumally interconnected; a condition - not necessarily 
postmodem - that Foucault (1991) describes as at the heart of 'govemmentality'. As Watts 
explains, 'govemmentality is of the essence in the new disembedded social configurations of 
modemity' (1993/94, p. 139), since it 'crosses over die sacred hne that has hitherto insistendy 
marked off the state from civil society' (1993/94, p. 142). By govemmentahty, then, Foucault 
means to indicate diat the abihty to regulate behaviour is not confined to the state but also 
resides in and is related to other social instimtions within civil society. It is a 'paradoxical' term 
that incorporates and is infused into the state - 'at once intemal and extemal to the state' as 
Foucault (1991, p. 103) describes it - and recognises an increasingly calculated maimer in 
which regulation of populations is achieved (Watts, 1993/94, p. 142). This is understood 
within Foucault's (1991, pp. 102-103) classic defmition of govemmentality, of an 'ensemble' 
of instimtions and activities that target populations, is informed by a pohtical economy, and 
which is supported by apparatuses of security. 
Govemmentality is not Foucault's altemative to the state - although it does represent a challenge 
to unitary and functional accounts of the state - but his acknowledgment of it as enmeshed in the 
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power relations of the civil society in which it is located. What is significant in this theory of 
the state (and civil society) are its implications for the production of policy. That is, 'it is the 
tactics of govemment which make possible the continual definition and redefinition of what is 
within the competence of the state and what is not' (Foucault, 1991, p. 103). These are issues 
of strategy in policy production developed further below and in Chapter 4, and empirically 
explored in Chapters 7 and 8. 
3.3 RETHINKING THE STATE 
Whilst it is apparent from the above examination that diere are a number of differences amongst 
these theories of the state, there are also a number of commonalities. It is possible to suggest, 
for example, that social theorists vary from those that fully accept the salience of the state as a 
political ensemble of institutions and processes involved in society generally and in the 
production of policy in particular, to those that reject its importance. This section first 
'rethinks' the above explanations of the state and its policy production, and produces five 
models based on how theorists portray the character of the state - as rejected, unitary or 
differentiated - and how this interacts with the state's relations with society - as 'captured', 
autonomous or integrated. The analysis and synthesis of the above accounts are informed in 
part by the guidelines for an adequate theory of the state proposed by Franzway, Court and 
Connell (1989) and Jessop (1990), and detailed at the beginning of this Chapter. Secondly, 
drawing on this discussion and that engaged above, the section lays out tiie theory of the state 
adopted by this research. In particular, it attempts to elaborate the proposition offered towards 
the end of Chapter 2 - that the state is best understand as discourse - by advancing Jessop's 
(1990) conception of the state as a strategic-relational terrain. This is discussed in terms of the 
state as process, the state as a social relation, and the state as strategic. 
3.3.1 Turning the state inside-out 
Most pluralists, radical feminists and postmodemists reject the state as a theoretical tool and as a 
forum in which to pursue political ends. Reasons for such anti-statism are diverse, but are 
principally related to their view of the intemal nature of the state or to a rejection of the state-
societal dichotomy. Pluralists, for example, are concemed by unifying concepts such as 'the 
state' which in their view is reminiscent of a feudal past and is so abstract to be of little 
analytical use (despite their willingness to accommodate other abstractions, such as 'power'). 
Consequentiy they prefer to write of govemments, courts and the public service rather than of 
any explicit theory of the state. The pluralism of the postmodem is somewhat more insidious. 
Informed by a kind of 'state-atheism', the modem boundaries between the state and society are 
abandoned and postmodem politics is often dissipated to the level of aesthetics. However, the 
radical feminist rejection is not of the state's existence, but of its usefulness in promoting 
feminist ends. In this view, the state is so captured (a model considered below) by patriarchy 
that it can never serve to free women from their oppression. Instead, radical feminists seek 
liberation through other forums within the workplace and the home or, more generally, through 
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the radical stmcmral overthrow of currently existing arrangements. 
More state-sympathetic unitary accounts attribute the state with a singular intemal interest, but 
vary in describing it in relation to society. Here instrumental or 'unitary-captured' accounts 
picture the state much like a mirror with no interests of its own but reflective of those of 
dominant and extemal groups. Marxists, for example, argue that it is always the interests of 
capital that dominate the state, even when this is 'hidden' because of its seduction of labour. In 
this they are joined by feminists who in varying degrees add patriarchy as a dominating state 
feature (inferring a 'dual' capture). However, pluralists, liberal feminists and some neo-
marxists suggest that extemal control of the state can altemate between a number of competing 
interests even if, as neo-pluralists concede, the economic appears more prominent at times. 
By comparison, new right theorists are fearful of the state's capture by interests other than those 
of the market and further wam of the dangers of the state becoming autonomous of extemal 
interests. Such 'unitary-autonomous' accounts generally consider the state to be neutral and 
hence state action (and inaction) is considered to be informed by what serves the public in 
general rather than by the particular interests of extemal (or intemal) groups; at least, this is the 
desired 'state' of state affairs. Certainly this is a position given voice within pluralism (which 
pictures the state as a kind of 'arbiter'), authoritarian corporatism (where state interests are 
imposed on society) and neo-marxism (in times of temporary class equilibrium). However, the 
new right concem is with a self-interested rather than a public-interested state, which ultimately 
leads to a differentiated-autonomous state considered below. 
'Unitary-integrated' accounts retain the view of a unified state interest, but envisage a much 
more complex relationship between state and society. Neo-corporatism, for example, seeks to 
'bind in' the interests of those outside the state's immediate control through a process of 
bargaining and negotiation. Similariy, the neo-marxist or Offian conception of the state, 
confronted with the competing demands of accumulation and legitimation, picmres it as neither 
captured nor autonomous of outside interests. Informed by Keynesian economics, resolution 
of these conflicting demands on the state is achieved by pursuing policies that concurrentiy 
balance both interests. 
A third broad theme drawn from the literamre is of a state intemally differentiated, with interests 
competing with one another within its confines, either autonomous of external influences or 
integrated with corresponding societal interests. 'Differentiated-autonomous' accounts of the 
state have already been noted with respect to the new right which portrays state actors as 
relatively insulated from the constraints within society and, therefore, able to produce policy 
that serves their own particular interests, irtespective of the conflict with other state policies. 
Some pluralists also identify the differentiation of interests within the state, but suggest that 
state agencies and actors attempt to advance their own interests in conjunction with those of the 
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general public. 
By conti-ast, 'differentiated-integrated' accounts of the state tend to originate from perspectives 
which could be described as critical and post-structural. Within this view the state is both 
intemally differentiated and shares a complex relationship with society generally. Offe's insight 
that the contradictions within the economic system increasingly express themselves within the 
political system provides such an example of a differentiated-integrated state, challenging not 
only the boundary between the state and society but also the unitary nature of the state itself. 
Jessop, too, conceives of institutional orders, both intemal and extemal to the state, engaged in 
co-evolution, mutual penettation and reciprocal adaptation. However, it is perhaps the work of 
marxist-feminists, who have explored the contradictory influences of both capitalism and 
patriarchy played out between state agencies and agents as well as outside the state, that has best 
highlighted the refraction, mediation and ttanslation of conflicting extemal demands through the 
differentiated intemal stmcmres of the state into acmal policies. 
It is this latter model of the differentiated-integrated state that best matches the generic features 
of an adequate theory explored earlier in this Chapter. Here in this model is recognition of state 
agencies and agents with differentiated interests competing for dominance in particular policy 
arenas and thereby productive of sometimes competing policies. Here, too, is recognition of 
state stmctures that afford the state significance in its own right whilst also acknowledging its 
inter-penetration with the broader social order. In short, the differentiated-integrated model of 
the state dispenses with functionalism but not with stmcturalism and in this separates itself from 
both 'high' modemity and postmodemity. In its place it conceives of a 'contradictory unity' 
(Rerson, 1991, p. 57) between and within state and society. 
3.3.2 Towards a strategic-relational theory of the state 
Jessop (1990) captures these understandings of the state as internally differentiated and 
integrated with society in what he terms a 'strategic-relational' theory of the state; the approach 
adopted by this research. In broad terms, the strategic-relational terrain of the state can be 
represented as involving three interrelated and overlapping features: the state as process, the 
state as a social relation and the state as political strategy. All of these emphasise the state as 
discursively constituted and each is considered in mm. 
There is a curtent orthodoxy amongst state theorists that recognises the state as a social process 
(Franzway, Court & Connell, 1989; Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 1997). By this is meant 
that the state comprises more than just a collection of institutions which are themselves 
intemally differentiated and not always cohesive in combination. The state does include these 
institutional 'texts', but it is more cogendy understood as discourse which stories together a 
particular textual ensemble to form the state and, most importantiy, its practices, such as the 
production of policy. Franzway, Court and Connell refer to such stories of the state as 
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'processes of mobilisation, institutionalisation, the negotiation of hegemony between social 
groups' (1989, p. 33), while Jessop sees these processes embodied in '"state projects" which 
bond these [texmal] blocks together with the result that the state gains a certain organizational 
unity and cohesiveness of purpose' (1990, p. 353). As process, the state constitutes 
institutionalised ways of being and doing; a discursive construction that goes beyond 
institutions in and of themselves. 
Also signalled by labelling the state as process is its dynamic character. That is, the discourses 
that form the state, through their interpretation and production of institutional texts, do not 
remain 'still' for very long. This is because the way the state is organised (state discourse) is 
always under challenge by other ways of organising the state; ways informed by competing 
ideological positions, noted above, and by changing contextual circumstances. Jessop 
expresses it as a 'never-ending and ever-renewed process of state formation' (1990, p. 353), 
much like, and related to, the dynamic of modemity itself Moreover, across time and space 
there are 'different types of state associated with different types of social formation' (Jessop, 
1990, p. 344). We should not assume, therefore, one set of institutions and institutional 
practices as constituting 'the state'. Rather, the state is always related to specific and changing 
social formations; a 'moving target' which makes its theorising all the more difficult. 
Drawing on Poulantzas (1978), Jessop also notes that 'the state is a social relation' (1990, p. 
149). This has already been referred to above in the discussion of the intemal and extemal 
relations of the state. Informed by Watts and others, I argue for: 
... a recursive and mutually constitutive relationship between state and civil society in 
which each of these sites of social action attempt to define the other as well as exert their 
authority over the other. (Watts, 1993/94, p. 108) 
What also needs to be stressed in this account of the state as a social relation is that the state 
does not have a consciousness and purpose(s) of its own, even though we might recognise a 
state logic that is distinct from other social sites. As Watts explains, 'grasping the idea, and the 
practices, of the state means making sense of how people who work in and for the state 
themselves make sense of the world, and what the effects of this are' (1993/94, p. 107). Here 
Watts draws attention to possible ideological differences (and similarities) amongst individuals 
working within the state, its differentiation, and the stmctures these create, but the 'storying' or 
discursive constmction of the state is also engaged by those outside it. More specifically, the 
engagement is interactive, not just on a collective level between state and society but between 
individuals and groups of individuals variously located in relation to the state. As noted above, 
Foucault makes these relational connections between state and society when he writes of 
govemmentality, indicating, amongst other things, that the state is not the only site of social 
govemance; an issue returned to below. As a social relation, then, the state is both intemally 
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and externally constituted and differentiated. 
Thirdly, and distinctively, the state is characterised by its political sfrategy. There are at least 
two intertelated aspects to such strategy which involve how the state is located in relation to 
other sites of governance and how the state works to establish and maintain its relative 
importance; interrelations that Jessop refers to as 'the dialectic of strucmre and strategy' (1990, 
p. 367). In many ways, conceiving of the state as a sttategy of structuring brings together die 
process and relational features of the state discussed above and also seeks to address important 
questions these raise. In particular, if we are to break down the barriers between institutions 
and individuals, and state and society, and recognise other sites of power relations, some in 
direct relation with the state and some not, how then can we maintain the state as a significant 
political and theoretical utility? In addressing this paradox, Jessop recognises that: 
... the state is but one instimtional order among others in a given social formation; and yet 
it is peculiariy charged with responsibility for maintaining the integration and cohesion of 
the wider society. In one respect, then, it is just a 'part' of society; in another, by virtue of 
this political responsibility, it is the 'whole'. (Jessop, 1990, p. 346) 
The state's significance, then, lies first in its discursive claim to represent the general will or 
common interest of a particular population that is inclusive of other smaller populations, even 
though 'the political imaginary is always selective and inevitably marginalizes some wills and 
interests' (Jessop, 1990, p. 365). In Foucault's (1991) terms, the state's claimed articulation 
with the 'national interest' represents its 'pastoral' concern, itself a strategy of 
govemmentalisation, along with diplomatic-military techniques, which has enabled the state's 
survival. As Foucault explains, 'it is the tactics of govemment which make possible the 
continual definition and redefinition of what is within the competence of the state and what is 
not' (1991, p. 103). 
For Jessop (1990), the strategy of the state - more specifically, of its agents - is engaged at two 
broad levels; the global and the specific, which he understands in relational terms: 
Thus a 'global calculating subject' is no more (and no less) than a real social agent which 
formulates a 'global' strategy. And the latter is a strategy which attempts to subtend and 
articulate a number of smaller sites of power relations within its orbit. In so doing it 
attempts to stmcture the possible field and scope of action on the smaller sites. (Jessop, 
1990, p. 243) 
Watts (1993/94) suggests that this strategic structuring of the action of others and the 
'discovery' of problems within state 'territory' are most often discursive endeavours, 
particularly with respect to the state's production of policy. In short, 'the current objectives of 
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State intervention begin with die naming of certain human experiences or relationships as issues 
or problems. This naming brings diem under die state's jurisdictional or administtative gaze' 
(Watts, 1993/94, p. 119). For Jessop (1990), sttategy provides a more meaningftil hnk 
between die absttact and concrete of what constimtes the state. Of course, in particular social 
formations such sttategy wUl vary - dieoretically and empirically. Chapter 4, which follows, 
seeks to dieoreticaUy develop die concept of sttategy m understanding die state and policy 
production whde Chapters 7 and 8 continue diis exploration empiricaUy. 
3.4 CONCLUSION 
This Chapter has argued that the state is an important and centtal feature in understanding the 
production of policy. The Chapter began with a consideration of die generic features of the 
state - a specific form of pohtical organisation - informed by guidelines drawn from the work of 
Franzway, Court and Connell (1989) and Jessop (1990). Ehtist, pluralist, corporatist, marxist, 
neo-marxist, new right, feminist and postmodemist theories were examined and inferences 
made in relation to die production of policy. In examimng die hterature, die Chapter identified 
five models of the state determined on die basis of how die state was mtemaUy characterised 
and how it was related to and with civil society. Drawing on this discussion, die Chapter 
outhned the approach adopted in this research, namely a sttategic-relational view which 
emphasises the discursive nature of the state's constmction and its policy producing practices. 
The followmg Chapter continues this concem with die state and policy production within the 
more specific field of pohcy sociology. The Chapter begins by outhning the current state 
conttol/pohcy cycle debate within the field, seeking to explore die fallacy of such dualisms and 
to move die debate beyond them towards more recent critical and post-stmcmral 
understandings. Specifically, the Chapter argues that pohcies are more cogendy understood as 
constimted within temporary settiements and diat policy production is that sttategic process of 
establishing parameters and negotiating particulars amongst competing interests within and 
outside the state; a contest in which the state holds the 'upper hand' but, nonetheless, diere 
remains for others a margin of manoeuvre. 
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SETTLING THE STATE DEBATE 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
The theoretical and political importance of the state is an issue diat is die subject of much debate 
within the field of policy sociology and tends to be discussed in terms of 'state control' and 
'policy cycle' approaches to education policy production. This Chapter begins by exploring die 
differences between these two approaches and submits that the polarisation that is suggested by 
such literamre is theoretically constructed rather than embodied in empirical social relations 
(Jessop, 1990, p. 233), and tends to be formative of caricatures of theoretical perspectives 
rather than those definitively held by respective policy sociologists. It is argued, then, that the 
debate has constmcted a false dichotomy in its representation of policy production and that its 
resolution lies in 'reformulating the poles' (Jessop, 1990, p. 245). 
As a way of advancing the debate beyond its current and perceived oppositions, the Chapter 
explores the production of policy within temporary settlements; a concept conceived within the 
'Birmingham School' by Smart Hall (1984) and others, and developed in this Chapter primarily 
through a conjoining of Thompson's (1984) analysis of ideology and Ball's (1990; Bowe, Ball 
& Gold, 1992; 1994a) considerable explorations of policy texts, discourses and contexts. This 
account constimtes a revisiting of some concepts initially explored in Chapter 2, although they 
are approached here within the context of resolving theoretical differences and with the intent of 
seeking their extension. Drawing on these resources, it is proposed that the influences on 
policy production can be represented within provisional discursive conjunctures which are 
context dependent, unequally determined and 'forged in the face of structural tensions and 
intemal political struggles' (Jessop, 1990, p. 149). Within this view it is suggested that the 
state enjoys a well-located position in the 'diagram of power' (Ball, 1994a) that enables it to 
employ strategies that secure for itself an 'upper hand' in the production of policy. The Chapter 
concludes with an exploration of the features and sttategies of policy settlements, particularly as 
they are utilised by the state. 
4.2 THE STATE DEBATE WITHIN POLICY SOCIOLOGY 
Much debate within the field of policy sociology is currendy concerned with the state and policy 
production. Central to this debate are issues discussed in Chapter 3; that is, whether the state is 
a useful theoretical construct, whether its intemal interests are unitary or differentiated and 
whether state-societal relations are characterised by outsider-capture, quasi-autonomy or mutual 
integration. In the policy sociology literamre these issues tend to be discussed around what has 
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been identified by Bowe, Ball and Gold (1992) as the state control/policy cycle dichotomy: two 
competing positions conceming the role of the state in the production of education policy. 
The state control position, which Dale (1989) rejects but with which he is sometimes 
associated, is portrayed by others as viewing policy generation as distinct and remote from 
implementation (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 7); the former the domain of the state and the 
latter to be 'read off by state agents from policy documents. Such analyses are seen to provide 
totalising and generalised accounts of policy that is determined principally by a 'unitary-
autonomous' state. On the other hand, the policy cycle approach, developed by Bowe, Ball 
and Gold (1992) and briefly outiined in Chapter 2 of this thesis, identifies several contexts in 
which policy is produced and re-produced as it continuously passes from one context to another 
in a cyclic artangement. According to Bowe, Ball and Gold (1992), these contexts - of 
influence, policy text production, and practice - give recognition to the way in which 
individuals and groups are differentially empowered within them, including the state which 
seems to be (re)positioned as just one player amongst many (Henry, 1993). In particular, 
policy analyses that utilise such an approach 'draw attention towards the work of policy 
recontextualisation that goes on in schools' (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 19), and more 
generally, to the arena of practice to which policy is explicidy addressed. 
Evident within both of these opposing positions is a perceived need for an analysis which can 
account for the macro-level structures of systems and policies as well as the micro-level 
perceptions, experiences and practices of policy actors (Ozga, 1990). But reconciling on one 
hand theories about the role of the state in policy production and on the other 'fleshing out the 
nuances of policy processes', including issues of implementation (Henry, 1993, p. 102), 
seems a difficult if not neglected task for policy analysts. Ozga illusttates this neglect in which 
some analysts appear unconcerned with the 'part their detailed account of a specific issue played 
in the creation of a bigger picture' (1990, p. 360), while others offer broader 'analyses which 
neglected or denied agency and consciousness' (Ozga, 1990, p. 360). Yet, as Jessop (1990, p. 
233) points out, such ontological differences, or 'caricatures' (Gale, 1994a), are constructed 
from similar social relations. Moreover, they seem to allow only for their opposition, for the 
general to be pitted against the specific, and appear to preclude the possibility for a theory of 
education policy production that is both coherent and complex. 
Theory in itself is not adverse to dealing with contradictions. Indeed, the implicit work of 
theory is to explain those things that can seem unrelated or in opposition; in short, to capture 
what is going on. Hence, the problem theorised in terms of conflict between the apparent 'ad 
hocery' and conceptual 'messiness' of the specific and the totalisation and coherence of the 
general, seems part of the problem itself. Such construction of difference renders the role of 
state stmctures in policy production incongruent to the deal struck between policy-producing 
'mates' over a drink in the airport lounge, as do the idiosyncrasies and personal political 
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agendas of individuals within the context of system-wide planning. What is missed in such an 
analysis is that the 'micro' level of the state is not without structure nor the 'macro' level 
without agency, but that micro- and macro-political constraints and possibilities are evident at 
all levels of the state. 
Yet, it is their apparent incongmence that has tended to be the focus of policy theorists and their 
theorising, with some engaged in the work of bringing together macro-level and micro-level 
investigation (Ozga, 1990, p. 359), while others, such as Ball, seek to 'replace the modemist 
theoretical project of abstract parsimony with a more post-modernist one of localised 
complexity' (1994a, p. 14, emphasis added). In the curtent context of 'postmodemist flight 
from "totalising" structural analyses' (Henry, 1993, p. 102), the replacement of generalities 
with competing and 'rich' descriptions of the policy process has found some orthodoxy. 
Despite this, other policy sociologists, such as Ozga (1990), Dale (1992) and Henry (1993), 
have remained committed to theoretical explanation and, therefore, critical of what they regard 
as the serendipity and muddle that single-focus studies uncover and the models of indeterminate 
policy production that they proffer. 
Ball (1994a) agrees that studies which are singulariy focused most commonly neglect possible 
generalities, but his reassurance is that it is in the relating together of specific instances of policy 
production that the general becomes evident. While not wanting to deny the potential of rich 
descriptions of specific issues to provide the complex patterning of broader scoped policy 
analysis and the value of detailed case studies with an explanatory purpose (Ozga, 1990), there 
are those that still hold reservations. Such theorists argue that the wider analysis of power in 
policy formulation is 'a precondition of the carrying out of detailed information gathering work' 
(Ozga, 1990, pp. 360-361), and that without a consideration of the 'big picture', policy 
analysis can become 'an endless chasing of contingent possibilities' (Henry, 1993, p. 103), 
with policy analysts 'busy but blind' (Ozga, 1990, p. 361). Hinkson, for example, wams that 
a preoccupation with the micro-levels of policy production 'may conjure up a future of 
autonomous freedom, but [this is to forget that] our social reality is likely to entail a social 
stmcture which must handle conflicts and consttaints not anticipated by this ideology' (1991, p. 
15). Henry, too, is critical of policy analysis which focuses on the 'fine-grain' for its neglect 
of the '"grand questions" of ethics and values' (1993, p. 104), and hence its distancing from 
policy advocacy. Here, Henry (1993) implies, notions such as justice and equality seem lost 
without some totality to provide comparison. 
For such critics, then, the value of post-structuralist accounts of policy production, proffered 
by Ball and his colleagues (1990; Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992; 1994a), is not to be found in the 
altematives that they offer to neo-marxist approaches, such as Dale's (1989), but rather in the 
critique they bring to bear on totalising structural analyses. From their critical view, neo-
marxist explanations of policy formulation 'are inherentiy concemed with the contradictory 
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nature of the demands made on the state, and by the tensions caused by the requirement upon it 
to deal simultaneously with these requirements' (Ozga, 1990, p. 361, emphasis added). 
Further, they argue that more recent post-marxist accounts of policy production are 'perfecdy 
capable of accommodating complexity and difference' (Ozga, 1990, p. 361) along with 
coherence, and so 'the arrival of postmodemism on the scene need not "demand the elimination 
of all big theory, much less theory per se, to avoid totalisation and essentialism"' (Kenway, 
1992, p. 140, citing Fraser & Nicholson, 1990, p. 20); criticisms levelled at over-deterministic 
explanations attributable to the stmcturalist sociology of education prior to the 1970s noted in 
Chapter 1. 
What is proposed here, then, is a view of policy production that rejects the polarisation or 
dichotomising of constraint and agency in the policy process and locates the general and the 
specific in relationships that are congment. As Ball (1994a) notes - although himself criticised 
for his 'stateless' account of policy production (see Henry, 1993) - policy actors can be 
'contained' within or 'dismptive' of policy structures, so that analyses that position policy 
recipients only in terms of resistance, fail to comprehend the complexities of the policy 
environment. Drawing from Offe, Ball elaborates further: 
... I take it as axiomatic that there is agency and there is constraint in relation to policy -
this is not a sum-zero game. Policy analysis requires an understanding that is based not 
on constraint or agency but on the changing relationships between constraint and agency 
and their inter-penetration. Furthermore, such an analysis must achieve insight into both 
overall and localised outcomes of policy. (Ball, 1994a, p. 21, emphasis original) 
4.2.1 Explanation and description in the production of policy 
These issues raise questions about where to begin the work of explaining education policy 
production and where to position the state within such a theory. As already noted. Ball 
suggests that policies change across contexts and that the general becomes evident when the 
specifics are coupled together. Here the possibility for explanation occurs through 'policy 
trajectory studies ... cross-sectional, rather than single level analysis ... [which frace the policy-
making process] from within the state itself through to the various recipients of policy' (Ball, 
1994a, p. 26); a methodological mechanism which attempts to highlight (within the English 
context) that 'the State, LEAs [Local Education Authorities] and schools are differentially 
empowered, over time, within the policy process' (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 19). 
The work of Bowe, Ball and Gold (1992) in conceiving of these cross-sectional contexts of 
policy-making is an attempt 'to give some conceptual stmcture to the trajectory method' (Ball, 
1994a, p. 26). Such policy analysis ensures a degree of coverage and description of related 
incidents of policy production at different sites across the policy cycle. But as Henry (1993) 
observes, explanation from collected description is not guaranteed and might simply add to a 
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realisation of policy complexity without gaining a sense of coherence. Further, Ball's 
trajectories seem to overiook the place of LEAs and schools as part of the state as a whole, 
constmcting them as theoretically distinct sites of social relations and failing to acknowledge 
their mutual integration. Just as teachers can be seen to be generators as well as implementors 
of state policy, the state is not made redundant by studies that focus on the school, itself a site 
of the state. 
More recentiy. Ball has extended his theory of policy production through conceiving of policy 
as both text and discourse; descriptions he introduces as being 'implicit in each other' (1994a, 
p. 15). Henry suggests that Ball's '"policy as text" involves the agency side of policy work ... 
[whereas] "policy as discourse" places policy within the "big picture" of constraint' (Henry, 
1993, p. 102); an oppositional representation, despite Ball's own declaration above regarding 
consttaint and agency. Further, while texts can be seen as influenced by discourses, what such 
explanation does not seem to provide is an understanding of the differential importance of 
particular policy discourses within and across differentiated policy contexts of time and space; 
issues raised in Chapter 2 and retumed to below in the discussion of policy settlements. 
The trajectory method is not without merit (see Hatcher & Troyna, 1994, and also Evans, 
Davies & Penny, 1994), giving prominence to the way in which power in relation to policy is 
contested across different policy contexts (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992). But the critique here of 
Ball's work - its resolution attempted in Chapter 2 - is that his contexts of policy-making lack 
the integration and theoretical rigour necessary 'to explain the sources of, and connections 
between, these conflicting "interests in context'" (Henry, 1993, p. 103). Where a theory of 
education policy-making should begin and where it should go, and what the connections are 
between the beginning and the going, are questions that seem answered by ttajectory studies in 
very linear traditions. While Ball's concepts of policy as text and discourse have the potential 
to provide important understandings conceming policy production, Henry suggests that 'the 
"discursive tertain" requires a more solid anchoring' (1993, p. 103). 
For Hatcher and Troyna, contexts of policy production have very definite relationships and 
very definite beginnings: 'struggles over policy take place on a terrain already structured by 
power, and above all by the power of the state' (1994, p. 14). Here the state is seen as more 
than just one player amongst many within varying policy contexts. Rather, it is seen to have 
the upper hand, in spite of the incoherence and resistance evident in particular policy contexts 
(Hatcher & Troyna, 1994), able to lay down a set of enabling and constraining conditions and 
provide encouragement for policy actors to behave in certain ways (Dale, 1992). While it is 
evident that the state is not always able to 'fully guarantee or expect or even predict with great 
accuracy' (Dale, 1992, p. 394) the outcomes of its policy intentions. Dale suggests that such 
policy uncertainty and complexity is better seen as: 
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... arising from a combination of the possibilities and preferences - rather than the 
assumed requirements - built into the policy, and the dynamic processes through which it 
eventually informs, changes or reinforces existing practice. (Dale, 1992, p. 394) 
Such uncertainty in the relationship between the state and policy production leads some to 
believe that '"the state" is too blunt an instrument to be of much assistance (beyond 
generalizations) in explanations, analyses or the design of workable strategies' (Allen, 1990, p. 
22). But as has already been argued here and in Chapter 3, such criticisms reflect an overiy 
stmcturalist caricature of the state and policy production. Recent state theorising has moved 
beyond unitary accounts of how policy is made and delivered, to include the interior of the state 
as part of a 'strategic-relational terrain' where contestation over policy production goes on 
(Jessop, 1990, p. 360). 
Further, as Lingard (1993a) notes, a post-stmcturalist denial of the state as a site of politics 
seems to restrain the possibility for 'real' political gains to a strategy of local resistance at the 
same historical moment as significant global change and the increased influence of globalised 
capital. As noted above, Henry (1993) sees such concentration on the local as working against 
particular political agendas. Yeatman (1993), too, seeks to widen our vision to include more 
than just the local and even the national. For Yeatman, the political struggle is now 
transnational, 'one which articulates the local-national-regional-global relationships' (1993, p. 
9). Within these, the state at the level of the nation 'remains an important mediator between the 
local and the global; clearly, an effective politics requires activism at all three levels' (Lingard, 
1993a, p. 29). As Lingard (1993a) suggests, 'a reconstituted theory of the state, which 
considers the relationship between centre(s) and local site(s), remains central for these 
purposes' (p. 29). 
For these theoretical and political reasons, the work of building a theory of education policy 
production needs to account for how policy discourses are differentially empowered; issues 
broached in Chapter 2. More specifically, such theorising needs to provide explanation of the 
state's capacity to influence policy production agendas; an explanation which must go beyond 
collected descriptions and allow for the inclusion of normative concems, such as equality. 
4.2.2 Strategic relations in the production of policy 
One approach to building a 'strategic-state' theory of education policy production, which 
attempts to give recognition to the discontinuities within the interior of the state as well as to the 
often conflicting demands made upon it, can be drawn from Ball's (1990) earlier explorations 
in policy sociology. In his account of the conflicts, pressures and influences on and within 
education policy production. Ball utilises the work of Althusser (1969) and his conception of 
the social system as represented along three dimensions or levels: the economic, the political, 
and the ideological. Drawing on this explanation Ball suggests that the educational state as a 
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sub-system of the general state can be analysed along the same dimensions and proceeds to 
consider 'education policy in relation to the political and ideological and economic, and the 
political, ideological and economic in education policy' (1990, p. 9, emphasis original). 
After Hargreaves (1983), Ball argues for a relationship of 'delimitation' rather than the 
economic determination of politics and ideology. According to 'structural limitation', the 
economic sets limits on possible political and ideological stmctures, making some more likely 
than others, rather than rigidly determining any given form of political and ideological relation 
(Wright, 1979). Ball explains the relationship in this way: 
... here then 'the political' is in the foreground and 'the economic' provides the backdrop 
as a context, a set of constraints. The ideological' is a kind of stage lighting which keeps 
the spotiight on the stars and the behind-the-scenes action in deep shadow, thus 
maintaining our belief in the reality of the plot and keeping our concentration on the main 
action. (Ball, 1990, p. 14) 
In embracing this theoretical and theatrical framework. Ball seeks to 'explain policy making via 
what it is that individuals and groups actually do and say in the arenas of influence in which 
they move' (1990, p.9). In this way Ball approaches what Smith (1987) conceives of as 'the 
everyday as problematic' - the juncmre between the particular and the general, the micro and die 
macro - seeking 'to retain messiness and complexity and still be penetrating' (Ball, 1990, p. 9), 
or, as he has described it elsewhere, pursuing a concem for 'complexity and scope' (Ball, 
1994a, p. 14). For Smith (1987), the specifics of walking the dog or being a single parent are 
points of entry into generalised social relationships, mumally dependent and logically associated 
in much the same way as stmcmre and agency are conceived by Giddens: 'stmcture is both the 
medium and the outcome of the social practices it recursively organises' (1981, p. 171). 
Although, Smith's position is different to the extent that her analysis would begin by focusing 
on those local features which seem, to some degree at least and on the face of it, to lie outside 
of the concentrations of public power. 
Jessop (1990), too, sees value in attempts to move beyond the theoretical impasse of order 
versus diversity. His reasoning is that: 
... the distinction between macro- and micro-levels does not involve an absolute 
ontological difference embodied in social relations as such. Instead it is a theoretical 
construct whose reference to scale is always relative. (Jessop, 1990, pp. 232-233) 
However, despite Ball 'embracing agency and the ideological category of the individual' (1990, 
p. 9) within the consttaints of what is possible, while at the same time acknowledging that what 
is possible is not directiy produced by these constraints - his attempt to remove the 
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agency/stiaicture distinction' (Evans, Davies & Penny, 1994) - what emerges within 'sfructural 
limitation' seems to lead back to 'pluralism, towards relativism and possibly nihilism' (Lingard, 
1993a, p. 28). As Hatcher and Troyna note conceming Ball's (1990) selection of theoretical 
tools: 
... what he takes, and stresses repeatedly, is the awareness of the complexity, the 
inconsistency, the contradictoriness, of social phenomena. What he neglects is 
Althusser's emphasis on the complexly stmctured and determined unity of the social 
structure which Althusser emphasises when he calls the social formation a structure in 
dominance. (Hatcher & Troyna, 1994, p. 8, emphasis original) 
Lingard (1993a) also identifies the lack of explanation in conceiving of a delimited relationship 
between the economy, and politics and ideology. For Lingard, structural limitation 'ends up a 
bit like "relative autonomy", as the theory you have when you don't have a theory' (1993a, p. 
38). The potential for recognising complexity is evident, but not for explanation apart from that 
which acknowledges the possibility of undetermined stmctures and practices. 
Offe's (1984; 1985) theory of the state provides an altemative possibility for how these spheres 
of influence in the production of education policy might be related. As noted in Chapter 3, he 
argues that the state is subject to two essentially opposing demands from society. It must 
support the general accumulation of wealth within a buoyant economy, while at the same time 
take from that wealth in order to have the resources to respond to democratic pressures for 
policy coverage, so legitimating the currency of the govemment and the broader social 
formation. While Offe's work has its shortcomings (Lingard, 1993a), particulariy its vision of 
a unitary-autonomous state in which there is no room for agency for state actors, it does 
provide some useful insight into the sttategic role of the state in achieving temporary settiements 
rather than solutions to policy problems it encounters. Conceiving of the relation amongst the 
economic, the political, and the ideological as held in 'balance' within settlements, provides a 
way of explaining those political and ideological stmcmres and practices that under a theory of 
stmcmral limitation held no explanation other than their relative autonomy from the economic. 
Applying this further to include relations within the state itself, the notion of balancing or 
settling demands and competing interests approaches what Jessop describes as a 'strategic-
relational' view of the state and policy production, discussed more fully in Chapter 3, which: 
... directs attention to the differential constitution of the various forces engaged in 
stmggle within, as well as outside, the state and to the diverse stmctural and conjunctural 
factors that determine their relative weight. (Jessop, 1990, p. 149) 
So, while the economic might appear to be 'tossed' somewhat higher, or appear more heavily 
Chapter 4: Settling the state debate 
86 
weighted than the political or the ideological in the present settling of the demands on and 
within education policy formulation, the Weberian assessment - that the political, or the 
ideological, cannot be read off directiy from the economic - provides balance in understanding 
state-societal relations. In part, this is what Jessop (1990) means when he says that the state is 
capitalist to the extent that it serves capitalist interests and non-capitalist to the extent that it 
serves non-capitalist interests. In other words, the logic of policy production is not simply nor 
singulariy capitalist. Real political gains are achieved even in times of severe economic 
constraint, as was evidenced in the retention of equity, albeit reframed, within Australia's neo-
corporadst approach to education policy production in the 1980s to mid 1990s (Lingard, Knight 
& Porter, 1993). 
Further, the complexity of the settlements within each of the various levels of the education 
state also need to be acknowledged and recognised as related to the settlements and 
resettlements within other levels of the state and society generally. In this way, for example, 
pragmatic, progressive and liberal ideologies might compete to determine what is meant in 
particular contexts by the term 'education' (Williams, 1961) and what its role in that context 
should be, while particular educational ideologies in dominance (and in becoming dominant) 
might find alliance with particular dominant economic and political ideals and practices, 
sometimes sharing similar sets of assumptions and sometimes not. Such policy settiements 
engage the state in relations of power (Ozga, 1990; Hatcher & Troyna, 1994) that are contested 
over time and space, and played out at the level of policy discourse (Ball, 1990; Bowe, Ball & 
Gold, 1992; 1994a). They are contests that work to both constrain and enable (Dale, 1992) 
what can be said, done and written. 
4.3 SETTLING THE DEBATE 
Conceiving in this way of policy as produced within 'settlements' - 'the provisional, unstable 
equilibrium of compromise' (Jessop, 1990, p. 205) or what Foucault (1980) refers to as 
'regimes of truth' - also offers to 'settie' the policy sociology debate over coherence and 
complexity by dialectically accounting for both. As argued above, theories of policy production 
need to account for the agency of policy actors in a way that blurs the boundaries between 
policy authorship and readership. Similarly, there is a need to account for how these same 
actors are constrained, not just that they are constrained, by what is regarded as possible and 
desirable and who is implicated in this constraining. And then, the specifics and generalities of 
policy production need to be understood in similar relation: the general as not just the 
culmination of the specifics but also the specific as an outworking of the general. 
One approach that offers such possibilities is that of the Birmingham School, given its broad 
ranging interest in social issues, its interdisciplinary tools of analysis and in its development of 
'settlement' as a way of conceiving of state-societal relations. Drawing on Stuart Hall's (1984) 
conception of the latter and developing this through an integration of the work of both John 
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Thompson (1984) and Stephen Ball (1990; Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992; 1994a), the Birmingham 
approach provides a way of explaining policy production as the outcome of political stmggle in 
which the state is sttategically well positioned. 
4.3.1 The Birmingham approach 
The term 'settlement' is perhaps most often associated with the University of Birmingham's 
Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCS), established in 1964 by Richard Hoggart 
and later directed by Stuart Hall during the 1970s and 1980s. Focusing on what it first termed 
'cultural sttidies', the Birmingham School was distinctive for its approach to social and cultural 
analysis. That is, rather than concentrating on a discrete set of topics, the critical canvas of the 
CCCS encompassed all areas of social and culmral life. Specifically, the Birmingham approach 
can be characterised by five interrelated features: (i) a rejection of discipline boundaries and (ii) 
nartow conceptual definitions, of (iii) false distinctions between high and low culture and (iv) 
theory and data, and (v) a reliance on a broad critical and marxist heritage; feamres which have 
also informed more recent post-marxist approaches to critical social analysis and which find 
expression throughout this research. 
With respect to the first of these. Agger (1992) argues that the Birmingham smdy of culture is 
characteristically interdisciplinary in its dependence on theory for cogent explanation, drawing 
on and extending such disciplines as history, anthropology, sociology and literary studies; an 
interdisciplinary reference it shares with critical case study described in Chapter 5. Not only 
does the CCCS reject theoretical definitions drawn from one discipline, it also rejects the 
acceptance of traditional theories without first questioning their adequacy; a disposition 
explored further in Chapter 5 in relation to what might be described as a postmctural or 'radical' 
modemity (Giddens, 1990). That is, all interpretive social theory - including postmodemism, 
postmcturalism, critical theory and feminist theory - are seen by the Birmingham School as 
acceptable sources for theory building, although not all are accepted in their entirety. For 
instance, 'although the CCCS analysts have read widely in Foucault and others [and accept 
their critical intent], they are not postmodem' (Agger, 1992, pp. 81-82). The effect on the 
Birmingham School of such reflexivity and resistance to dogma is a definitional and theoretical 
'cross-pollination' such that what counts as culture - and here we might similarly consider what 
counts as policy and the state - is broadly defined. Evident, too, is a rejection of dichotomies -
such as the policy-implementation and state-societal dichotomies rejected in Chapters 2 and 3 -
but especially those marked by a high-low culmral distinction and the separation of practice and 
experience. Again, Chapter 5 pursues this dichotomous theme in more detail, arguing for a 
dialectical relationship amongst social elements generally. 
A final characteristic of the Birmingham approach is its dependence on the work of both 
Antonio Gramsci and Louis Althusser. Some would regard these theorists and their positions 
as 'seriously at odds, one representing western marxism and the other representing an 
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antagonistic sttucturalist or causal marxism' (Agger, 1992, p. 90). Indeed, Agger wams of die 
dangers of such theoretical dependence given that 'too much of Althusser is simply wrong' and 
that the fragmentary nature of Gramsci's writings are such that 'one can find license for just 
about everything' (1992, p. 87). However, the writings of these theorists have respectively 
encouraged the social and cultural analysis of the CCCS to focus on ideology within a general 
theory of hegemony, 'which in cmcial respects parallels Lukacs' analysis of reification and the 
Frankfurt School's analysis of domination' (Agger, 1992, p. 91). 
The Birmingham contribution to a theory of the state and policy production resides in this 
general approach to social analysis, but also in Stuart Hall's (1984) conception of 'settlement' 
as a way of theorising pattems of state-societal relations in the production of policy. It is a 
concept that owes much to Gramsci's (1971) 'historical moments of hegemony', although the 
more sttucturalist marxist position of Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis (1982), theorising on 
the other side of the Atiantic, has also produced a similar notion of 'accords' to describe state-
economy agreements. Indeed, within orthodox marxism the periodisation of the social order 
has a long tradition. Marx's notion of capitalism is itself an abstraction of a particular social 
order and its mode of production within which others have identified various periods or stages. 
Hall's account of policy produced within temporary settiements is particularly useful in its 
'counter to those forms of analysis which ... over-emphasise structural determination and 
under-emphasise agency, strategy and resistance' (Grace, 1987, p. 195). From this position, 
the Birmingham School identifies settlement as 'a dynamic historical process in which the 
balance of forces can be seen to change over time as new alliances are formed' (Grace, 1987, p. 
195). In this vein: 
... educational policy can be seen as a series of crises and settlements. The crises occur 
when the power and interests of dominant groups are challenged or threatened by the 
sttategies of subordinate groups. Educational settlements refer to those situations where 
crisis has been temporarily resolved through an acceptable compromise or balance of 
forces. (Grace, 1987, p. 195) 
Significandy, this view of settlement developed during the 1970s; a time in which the golden 
age of post-war capitalism was seen to be giving way to a 'new pessimism' (Heclo, 1981, p. 
398). As explored in Chapter 3, the instability and contradictory elements of the welfare 
capitalist state (now resettled by 'the market' as the 'competitive' state, Cemy, 1990) began to 
emerge not only in neo-marxist accounts of social life, but also in those of the New Right. 
Further, perceived contradictions within the welfare state were no longer regarded by these 
accounts as sustainable, and signalled an impending crisis that could not be resolved within the 
current artangements. Claus Offe (1984), for example, writing at that time suggested that while 
the capitalist state had been able to manage crises in the past, it was now approaching a 'crisis 
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in crisis management'. Almost without warning, 'complacency about the momentum of the 
welfare state gave way to doom-mongering by many in the intellectual elite' (Heclo, 1981, p. 
399). As Pierson notes: 
... with astonishing speed, the warnings of a looming crisis (particulariy those of the 
New Right) seemed to replace the benign assumptions of social democracy as a privileged 
discourse among goveming and 'opinion-forming' elites. (Pierson, 1991, p. 142) 
Conceived in this context, Hall's theorising of settlement represented a concem to account for 
coherence and contradiction within the same social reality, which he explained in terms of 
settlements and crises-in-remission; that is, crises which were never fully resolved and always 
potentially formative of new settiements. What is missing from such an account, however, is a 
way of explaining how some settlements appear more pervasive than others and how crises 
gain momentum to unsettle dominant arrangements. As noted in Chapter 2, it is a criticism 
similar to Thompson's of Giddens' theory of structuration: while 'settlement' has merit in 
demonstrating the interplay between stmcture and agency in the formation of social rules, there 
seem 'no grounds ... for regarding some mles as more fundamental than others' (Thompson, 
1984, p. 128). 
4.3.2 The policy settlement canvas 
Thompson's (1984) resolution of this theoretical 'shortfall' involves reconceiving of stmcture 
and agency in terms of three levels of absttaction - actions, instimtions and stmcmres - which in 
tum present a 'backcloth' to his study of the ways in which ideologies serve to establish and 
sustain relations of domination, particulariy through the medium of language. It is a framework 
with similarities to Ball's conceptualisation and interrelation of policy texts, discourses and 
contexts, but which also provides a way of introducing and featuring policy settlements that go 
beyond description to an explanation of policy domination. Adding settlement to the policy 
equation in this way seeks to give prominence to 'policy as ideology' and provide a more 'solid 
anchoring' for a 'sttategic-state' theory of the production of policy. 
Utilising Thompson's terminology, the most immediate engagement with policy is at the level 
of action, where policy actors participate and intervene in the social world; a notion similar to 
Ball's (1994a) reference to policies as texts. Following Thompson's reasoning, policy action 
can be understood in two ways; first, in terms of policy 'flow' or continual action, and second, 
as policy events or one-off actions. The latter is the more static of the two and in one sense can 
be likened to policies that are 'contained' within policy documents. In many structuralist 
accounts of policy production, it is these 'physical texts' (Ball, 1994a, p. 17) which are often 
represented as 'the policy' and whose meanings are regarded as self-evident. However, as 
Bowe, Ball and Gold (1992) have demonstrated, policies can also shift and change their 
meanings as they are subjected to 'reader' interpretation and are informed by various discourses 
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and contexts. Policy texts, then, should not only be understood as events captured by time, 
space and ink, but also in a more fluid, on-going sense, 'always in a state of "becoming"' 
(Ball, 1994a, p. 16). 
Second, policies are also informed by constellations of social relations (Thompson, 1984) or by 
what Ball refers to as discourses. At this level of policy, 'we do not speak a discourse, it 
speaks us. We are the subjectivities, the voices, the knowledge, the power relations that a 
discourse constructs and allows' (Ball, 1994a, p. 22). And yet it is within this discursive 
tertain that policy authors are able to produce and exert control - however limited - over their 
policy texts, to privilege their own social realities and 'achieve a "cortect" reading' (Ball, 
1994a, p. 16). So, policy as discourse is both constraining and enabling, to use Dale's (1992) 
expression, and this perhaps explains Ball's lament that he 'can offer no satisfactory closure on 
the issue' (1994a, p. 24). What may be said, however, is that a discursive or institutional 
conceptualisation of policy can be represented in at least two ways: those discourses or social 
relations that are context specific and those which are sedimented and 'which persist in various 
specific forms' (Thompson, 1984, p. 128) and 'build up over time' (Ball, 1994a, p. 17). 
Embedded in the latter is also a sense of discourses in dominance, where 'only certain 
influences and agendas are recognised as legitimate, [and] only certain voices are heard at any 
point in time' (Ball, 1994a, p. 16). However, what is not apparent - apart from the hint of 
interaction widi their contexts (retumed to below) - is how certain discourses 'gather authority' 
(Said, 1986, p. 152) over others, including those mobilised by the state. In Ball's account, the 
state has no in-built authority simply because it is the state and neither do the discourses it 
mobilises. Indeed, according to Ball, the state is itself a product of discourse and while it may 
be a necessary concept with a key role in explaining relations of power, the state's location is 
decentralised, merely 'a point in the diagram of power' (1994a, p. 22) which relies on 'already 
existing power relations' (Rabinow, 1986, p. 64). 
Here, then, appears further explanation for Ball's lack of closure concerning policy as 
discourse. Although policy discourse is a realm littered with evidence of power relations, what 
is not evident - and perhaps cannot be, in isolation from a discussion of strategies of 
domination - is who (what interests, what individuals and groups) dominates and how. It is, 
for example, too simple to suggest that market discourses are mobilised by the interests of 
capital, and thereby deny their utilisation by others. Ideology is not '"inscribed in" people 
simply because they are in a particular class position' (Apple, 1989, pp. 2-3). The account in 
Chapter 7 of bureaucrats with their own interests lobbying ministers through dominant 
economic rationalist discourse provides an example of this very point. More generally, 
Fairclough (1992) suggests - echoing Jessop's (1990) account of the extent to which the state is 
capitalist - that 'discursive practices are ideologically invested in so far as they incorporate 
significations which contribute to sustaining or restructuring power relations' (Fairclough, 
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1992, p. 91). Hence, policy discourse is not irredeemably the preserve of particular interests 
but, in principle, open to investment by ideology in general. 
At a third level, policies can be related to contexts or to what Thompson refers to as social 
stmcture: that 'series of elements and their interrelations which conjointiy define the conditions 
for the persistence of a social formation and the limits for the variation of its component 
institutions' (1984, p. 129). Thus, Bowe, Ball and Gold's (1992) contexts of policy 
production - considered in Chapter 2 and above - are more than just locations of time and space 
that accommodate the discursive production and interpretation of policy texts. They are this as 
well, providing limits on and possibilities for what is physically and resourcefully possible. 
But policy contexts are also constituted by relations amongst the policy texts (intertextuality) 
and discourses (interdiscursivity) of policy actors. Thompson emphasises this interrelational 
feature of contexts by distinguishing between two general categories: diat collection of elements 
which support a particular type of social formation - its situational context - and 'those elements 
which must be present in any society' (1984, p. 129). In a similar way, Bowe, Ball and Gold 
envisage policy contexts which consist of 'a number of arenas of action, some public, some 
private' (1992, p. 19). 
Following Thompson's reasoning, the cumulative effect of this contextual interaction of texts 
and discourses - whether compatible or not - is to provide guidelines for policy action in new or 
unanticipated situations. When these 'existing pattems' (Ball, 1994a, p. 17) are broadly 
followed, social structures are reproduced. But when 'flouted' in ways that propel policy 
discourses beyond their contextual limits, the effects of policy are transformative. As noted in 
Chapter 2, in attending to the specifics and generalities of policy effects. Ball provides a useful 
observation: 'first order effects are changes in practice or structure ... second order effects are 
the impact of these changes on pattems of social access, opportunity and social justice' (1994a, 
pp. 25-26) or more generally, pattems of ideological dominance. That is, change in itself, at 
the levels of practice and structure, is not transformative of social relations. Rather, the battle 
ground of social transformation is at the level of discourse and even then, as noted above, the 
dominance of a particular discourse is not tied exclusively to one set of interests. 
4.3.3 Policy settlement features 
Thompson argues that power is realised at all of these three levels - social actions, instimtions 
and structures - but in ways that demonstrate their interdependence. Thus, policy actors and 
their texts have the capacity to intervene and effect events. As Ball claims, 'policy matters' 
(1994a, p. 18). However, this capacity to act is always related - sometimes problematically - to 
specific and sedimented discourses in ways that ascribe importance to some actors and their 
actions and not to others. In turn, the discursive endowment of importance to the acting 
capacities of particular actors and their texts is itself stmctured by the situational and general 
contextual conditions which circumscribe what is possible and desirable. Hence, 
Chapter 4: Settling the state debate 
92 
understanding what 'matters' becomes a matter of analysing the stmctural conditions which 
ideologically limit the discursive tertain and establish dominance and settlement. 
This more concerted focus on policy settiements reveals at least three important features: that is, 
policy settiements are asymmetrical, temporary and context dependent. Each of these is 
considered in tum. 
4.3.3.1 Asymmetrical settlements 
In Thompson's (1984) terms, policy settlements are skewed or 'asymmetrical' and intrinsically 
so given dieir formation by dominant policy actors and their discourses. More specifically: 
... when the relations of power established at the institutional level are systematically 
asymmetrical, then the situation may be described as one of domination. Relations of 
power are 'systematically asymmetrical' when particular agents or groups of agents are 
institutionally endowed with power in a way which excludes, and to some significant 
degree remains inaccessible to, other agents or groups of agents, irrespective of the basis 
upon which such exclusion is carried out. (Thompson, 1984, p. 130, emphasis original) 
In short, the asymmetry of policy settlements means that 'different individuals or groups have a 
differential capacity to make a meaning stick' (Thompson, 1984, p. 132, emphasis original), 
although that capacity is not simply the preserve of the ttaditionally dominant. That is, the 
capacity to ascribe meaning should not be taken 'as a phenomenon of one individual's 
consolidated and homogeneous domination over others, or that of one group or class over 
others' (Foucault, 1980, p. 98). There remains for the subordinate a 'margin of manoeuvre' 
(Jessop, 1990, p. 205) or what Roger Dale has referred to as an 'irteducible minimum'. Yet, 
even though policy settlements 'cannot predict or determine more precisely than "tendentially"' 
(Hall, 1984, p. 45), they invariably favour and legitimate the interests of the dominant, being 
structured to the advantage of 'key players' (Dwyer, 1995b, p. 476). Moreover, 'when a 
particular interest group's participation is not required to secure and maintain a provisional 
settlement, it can be excluded and its representations can be negated' (Freeland, 1994, p. 28). 
These issues are demonstrated empirically in Chapter 8 within the discussion of strategies of 
interest circumvention. 
Settiements, then, can appear 'consensual' without providing equal benefit to all parties to the 
consensus. Such asymmetiy has motivated Casties to suggest that: 
the emphasis is not so much on an undifferentiated consensus, but on limited and, 
perhaps temporary conjunctures in which contending groups and classes have something 
to gain by establishing a limited agreement as to the parameters in which their conflicts 
will be pursued. (Casties, 1988, p. 71) 
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4 3.3.2Tempnrarv settlements 
A second and related feamre of policy settlements, alluded to by Castles, is that settlements tend 
to be reached temporarily since their very asymmetry or imbalance is likely to produce 
unsettling effects or crises. Indeed, crises - challenges to the dominance of policy settiements 
that seek to 'violate the "grammar" of social processes' (Offe, 1984, p. 37) - are an ever present 
component of social relations and are to varying degrees of 'success' held at bay through 
strategies of domination. Offe's (1984) insight, introduced above, is that strategies used to 
artest crisis, while effective in the short term, cannot forestall the inevitable collapse of un-
renegotiated settiements and may even contribute to their collapse. 
These are issues which are taken up further below with respect to sttategies in the formation of 
policy settlements. There are, however, a couple of issues worth noting here. First, the same 
strategies used to establish and maintain settlements are also productive of crises. Indeed, 
crises themselves herald potential altemative settlements. Hence, Hall posits that: 
... for a new conception of the state to win through, or for a specific crisis to be resolved 
through the state, it is necessary to break up the existing political formations and parties 
which stabilized the previous phase. (Hall, 1984, p. 46) 
Second, crises (and settiements) are evident 'not at the level of events but rather at the 
superordinate level of mechanisms that generate "events'" (Offe, 1984, p. 37, emphasis 
original). This is a reiteration of an argument offered above, that policy events or texts are 
ascribed meanings - adverse or otherwise - by discourses. Hence, Pierson (1991) is able to 
suggest that empirical evidence of a crisis of the welfare state is exttemely diin. Yet: 
... what may remain in the face of all our evidence is an intellectual crisis of the welfare 
state. That is, the social democratic vision of the welfare state as the mechanism for 
taming capitalism through redistributive social policy may be losing its authority. 
(Pierson, 1991, p. 177, emphasis original) 
4.3.3.3 Settlement tertains 
Third, in a similar way to which Michael Apple writes about political and educational concepts, 
settlements 'do not remain still very long. They have wings, so to speak and can be induced to 
fly from place to place. It is this context that defines their meaning' (1993, p. 49). That is, 
stmggles to establish policy settlements 'always occur on quite specific, sttategically selective 
tertains' (Jessop, 1990, p. 217). And, as discourse, settlements can be specific to a particular 
context or persist across a number of contexts, with some being more influential than others. 
Interrelated in this way, 'at any particular time there will be a dominant defining or parameter 
setting settiement which forms the foundation and parameters for related but relatively 
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autonomous settlements' (Freeland, 1994, p. 28). 
Much of the literature that draws on this notion of settlement has tended to focus on parameter-
setting, broader settiements and so has been viewed by some as overly functionalist and not 
attentive to the idiosyncrasies and differences between policy contexts. Liberalism, for 
example, has been portrayed as 'the current of ideas with which the vast majority of people 
"thought" dien way through the first three-quarters of die [nineteendi] century' (Hall, 1984, p. 
14). However, others have given greater prominence to contextual issues in the determination 
of settiements, such as Jessop's account of the post-war Keynesian settiement and its 'national 
variations reflecting die particular balance of forces m each economy (eg. "mihtary 
Keynesianism" in the United States as opposed to "Butskelhsm" in Britain or social democratic 
Keynesianism in Sweden)' (Jessop, 1990, p. 204). 
In other words, parameter-setting or broad settiements are achieved 'in different social 
formations, at a different pace: by significandy different routes: with more or less degrees of 
completeness: and with stiikingly different results' (Hall, 1984, p. 45). Here is both coherence 
and complexity, a way of explaining the whole but allowing for difference amongst its parts 
and, perhaps, for some parts to provide a different explanation of die whole. And, given die 
above, explanations of parameter-settmg settiements are ultunately short lived. For no matter 
how convincing and dominant, settiement 'can never be totaUy secured, in part because of 
agency. It wdl be open to erosion and undercutting by die action, embodied agency of those 
people who are its object' (Clegg, 1989, p. 193). 
4.3.4 Strategies in policy settlement 
In conceiving of sttategies m die formation of policy settlements, and simdar to the position 
argued in Chapter 2, Jessop (1990) takes as his starting pomt die work of Laclau and Mouffe 
(1985) who tteat: 
... the general field of the interdiscursive as a complex series of 'elements' avadable for 
integration into specific discourses. The latter fix die meaning of these elements in 
relation to an overall discursive system and diereby ttansforai them into relatively fixed 
'moments' in that discourse. However, no discourse can totaUy fix die meaning of these 
moments (there is always poly valence and a surplus of meaning) and no element is totally 
without some points of articulation with discourses. (Jessop, 1990, p. 241) 
In a similar vem, Thompson proposes diree centtal strategies by which meanmgs for elements 
may be fixed and hegemonic moments established and sustained. The first appeals to ttadition, 
charisma or rationahty, seeking to cultivate a behef m die legitimacy of a particular pohcy 
settlement. As such, legithnation sttategies are also context dependent; a settiement which 
appeals to ttadition m one context, for example, may fmd hmited currency m another context 
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with no similar tradition. A second strategy of policy ideology domination operates according 
to dissimulation; that is, the denial or concealing of the asymmetry of policy settiements, 
'presenting themselves as something other than what they are' (Thompson, 1984, p. 131) and, 
therefore, finding efficacy amongst those who are less than well served by the settlement. A 
third strategy - although Thompson acknowledges that there may be other modus operandi 
which may come to light through further empirical analysis - utilises processes of reification: 
the representation of transitory, historical circumstances as if they were permanent, natural or 
timeless, rather than the temporal conjunctures that they are. 
4.3.4.1 Sttategies of legitimation 
In Laclau and Mouffe's (1985) terms, the first of these strategies seeks to legitimate particular 
meanings given to elements - and, therefore, those who mobilise them - and to illegitimate odier 
meanings unable to be 'fixed' by the dominant discursive regime. In other words, the strategy 
involves 'the integration of various strategically significant forces as subjects with specific 
"interests" and the repudiation of altemative interpellations and attributions of interest' (Jessop, 
1990, p. 209). Donald Schon writes of such legitimation in terms of the particular selection 
and ordering of the troublesome elements within an otherwise vague and indeterminate 
sittiation. According to Schon (1979), this selection and ordering of elements is a dual process 
that involves the naming and framing of what appears as troublesome and, therefore, what 
appears as its 'solution'. 
Together, the two processes ... select for attention a few salient features and relations 
from what would otherwise be an overwhelmingly complex reality. They give these 
elements a coherent organisation, and they describe what is wrong with the present 
situation in such a way as to set the direction for its fumre transformation. (Schon, 1979, 
pp. 264-265) 
Within a common set of social elements, particular elements are emphasised, while others are 
de-emphasised, and ordered in such a way as to consttuct perceptions of settlement (or crisis). 
Moreover, the organisation of these elements in the consttuction of settlements is most often 
dualist, relying upon thinking that falsely 'argues as though everything must bifurcate' 
(Beilharz, 1987, p. 391). These dualisms permeate our language and often animate 
settiements, describing social crises and prescribing their solutions in language such as 
coordination/fragmentation (a dualism that Schon sees as pervasive in social policy discourse), 
male/female (Davies, 1989) or, more generally, x/not x (Clarke, 1981). 
Embedded in diis strategy of legitimating a particular and defining discourse is the legitimation 
of the authority of those who 'speak' it. This is attempted on at least two levels: first, through 
negotiating processes - such as the bargaining and trading of interests raised in the discussion 
on corporatism in Chapter 3 and empirically in Chapter 8 - and the search for articulation 
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between their competing discourses; and second, through the more encompassing 
institutionalisation by dominant interests of 'boundary agreements' that not only establish 
which groups are licensed to participate but also: 
... the parameters for ongoing disputation; what the participants can disagree about; the 
limits on action taken by the parties in pursuit of their interests; the mechanisms for 
resolving conflicts which do emerge within the parameters; and the penalties for parties 
which over-step the agreed boundaries of legitimate action. (Freeland, 1994, pp. 27-28) 
In this way, asymmetrical settlements are achieved through the dominance of some parties in 
die formation of settiement boundaries which have 'stmcmral consequences for the maintenance 
[and instigation] of ... social formations as a whole' (Hall, 1984, p. 46). In other words, 
while die naming of settiements is achieved in industtial societies tiirough what appear pluralist 
processes of negotiation amongst interest groups, such interaction is also framed by dominant 
discourses which are able to name the crises and the people and processes to be involved in 
their settlement. In Gramsci's terms, this development of settlement amounts to a 'war of 
position' which the state - through the authority and responsibility it claims in state-societal 
relations - wages with some vigour. 
4.3.4.2 Strategies of dissimulation 
A second strategy in the 'game of truth' (Foucault, 1980) involves the incorporation of 
dissidence within discourses which are mobilised by dominant ideological positions. That is, 
settiements are reached when similar experiences, events, texts or elements within social life are 
described and explained by a discourse in ways that seem to articulate with different ideological 
positions and yet remain dominated by a much smaller range of ideological perspectives. 
Fairclough describes this strategy as involving 'the reduction of overt markers of power 
asymmetry between people of unequal institutional power' (1992, p. 98); a concealment of 
difference which is achieved through 'the formulation of a general, "national-popular" project 
whose realisation [it is portrayed] will also advance the particular "economic-corporate" 
interests perceived by subordinate social forces' (Jessop, 1990, p. 209). 
For Apple (1993), the interests of those who are party to such 'popular consciousness' are 
invariably polyvocal and exist in tension and contradiction. Yet, it remains possible to form 
ideological coalitions, 'through creatively working on existing themes, desires and fears and 
reworking them ... [and thereby] move people in directions that one would least expect given 
their position in society' (Apple, 1993, p. 58). Differentiating between dissimulation and 
legitimation sttategies, Apple notes diat: 
... important ideological shifts take place not only by powerful groups substituting one, 
whole, new conception of the worid for another. Often, those shifts occur through the 
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presentation of novel combinations of old and new elements. (Apple, 1993, p. 51) 
Such presentations often depend on metaphors to lend credibility to ways of seeing 
relationships between apparentiy unrelated elements. Metaphors can allow ttoublesome social 
policy to be seen as 'something like a vase that was once whole and now is broken' (Schon, 
1979, p. 255). Metaphors can also provide direction for future action, for coordination, for 
example, to remedy fragmentation. Popkewitz (1980) similarly talks of the use of 'slogans' to 
perform this task of bringing together competing views. Here persuasive language or slogans 
operate to exclude altemative discourses by masking positions of value difference. What 
appears, then, as a shared language between interest groups operates to 'exclude certain voices 
from the policy process' (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 8). 
Commenting on the post 1960s ideological ttansformation within the United States of America 
(USA), Apple argues that the reassertion of traditional and conservative political and cultural 
themes within contemporary politics has been achieved through the realisation that 'economic 
dominance must be coupled with political, moral and intellecmal leadership ... if it wants to 
generally restructure a social formation' (1993, pp. 53-53). Within the USA and throughout 
westem nations more broadly, these traditional and conservative themes have been articulated 
with more contemporary social experiences, expressed by the New Right as a sense of loss: 'of 
control, of economic and personal security, of the knowledge and values that should be passed 
on to children, of visions of what counts as sacred texts and authority' (Apple, 1993, p. 57). 
This discourse of 'loss' has proven very powerful with 'enough of an element of tmth in it for 
the Right to use it in its attempts to dismantie the previous accord and build its own' around a 
view of 'the citizen as free consumer' (Apple, 1993, p. 57). 
Reiterating the connection between experience and explanatory discourse in the formation of 
policy settlements, Apple argues further that the failure of the social democratic accord lies also 
in the consenting parties' inability or unwillingness to renegotiate the previous settlement in the 
light of changed economic and social conditions and changed social interests. While in the 
eariy 1970s the state was able to maintain the settlement through its counteracting strategies, 
such activity also contributed to its demise (and resettlement). Ultimately, economic interests 
were able to exercise their ability to consttain social democratic gains in such a way as to make 
any such gain achievable only at the expense of other socially democratic ideals. This had the 
effect of fragmenting the politics of social democracy, adding to the feeling of 'loss', and paved 
the way for a conservative consensus to be established in its wake, producing a new 
'competitive' settlement. 
In the Australian context, Fitzclarence and Kenway (1993) note diat the New Right's 'capture' 
of the post-Keynesian settlement has been aided through the reworking of the Australian ethic 
of'mateship': 'solidarity, equity, progress and output [sometimes disparate elements] are held 
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together in the logic of this discourse and from within it the ideas of macro- and micro-
economic reform have emerged' (Fitzclarence & Kenway, 1993, p. 99). In short, the New 
Right has been successful precisely because its discourses are polysemic and can be attached to 
a variety of ideological positions. Settiement, then, emerges not on a terrain without 
contradiction or crisis, but as one within which some groups are more successful in dominating 
the discourse that organises and explains policy contexts and texts. 
4.3.4.3 Sttategies of reification 
Finally, the reification of policy settlements is in a sense a culmination of effective strategies of 
legitimation and dissimulation. That is, the representation of the temporary as permanent and 
the partial as universal requires the elimination of opposition and the narrowing of perceived 
differences within policy contexts. Bowles and Gintis (1982) write in these terms with respect 
to the 'postwar accord' between capital and labour in the USA; a settiement which later 
disintegrated (Apple, 1993). They note that the accord appeased the class struggles of the 
1930s and 1940s by legitimating the political discourse of workers, albeit through regulated 
channels which eliminated rank-and-file initiatives. Such regulation also served to nartow 
worker demands, such that 'labor and capital bargained less and less over technology and 
effective control over work processes and more and more over wages and hours' (Bowles & 
Gintis, 1982, p. 67). 
It was a settlement reinforced by sustained material 'pay-offs' to labour and capital, made 
possible in a 'cold war' context and by rapid economic growth in the postwar boom, which 
ultimately served to ensure that the hegemony of capitalism as an appropriate social system 
became so entrenched it 'was no longer seriously questioned (indeed for two decades the word 
"capitalism" disappeared from political discourse)' (Bowles & Gintis, 1982, p. 67). Reified in 
this way, policy settlements 'set limits on what appears rational and reasonable, indeed on what 
appears sayable and thinkable' (Apple, 1993, p. 58); its 'circle of dominant ideas ... accumulate 
the symbolic power to map or classify the worid for others' (Hall, 1988, p. 45). Indeed, the 
boundaries of legitimate interaction become so dissimulated, so removed from view, that the 
dominant discourses of policy settlements: 
... 'samrate' our consciousness so that the educational, social and economic worid we see 
and interact with, and the way we interpret it, becomes the only worid; the 'common 
sense' or 'natural' way of seeing things. (May, 1994, p. 21) 
4.4 CONCLUSION 
There are a number of conclusions that could be drawn from these debates within the policy 
sociology literature and from the above attempt to 'settle' them. Perhaps the most apparent is 
that both 'sides' to the debate have much to offer explanations of policy production but 
pursuing dieir contributions as oppositional detracts from that contiibution. In seeking to move 
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beyond this dualism, the Birmingham approach has much to offer, given that it is willing to 
engage with a broad range of theoretical tools - whilst not abandoning its critical intent - in 
exploring state-societal relations, particulariy its commitment to conceiving of these in 
dialectical ways rather than as dichotomous. More specifically, through conceiving of policy 
settlements, in which the state is seen as a key player - yet itself constituted by a number of 
players in competition - in the employment of strategies to dominate policy production, the 
possibility emerges for a theory of policy production that is cognisant of coherence and 
complexity, stmcture and agency, and of macro and micro influences. 
The centrality of strategies in the formation of policy settlements is perhaps the most telling in 
this regard. That is, strategies are at once indicative of coherence and complexity, since they 
seek to bring a particular order to social relations made necessary because there are altemative 
orders on offer which are also attempting to impose their own ascendancy. Yet the orders that 
dominant discourses constmct are not achieved in isolation from those they subject, which are 
also involved as 'elements of its articulation' (Foucault, 1980, p. 98). As Dwyer implies, 
settlement 'is not linear; it has a reflexive quality to it' (1995b, p. 471). Nor are they 
permanent, but are contested over time and place with varying degrees of success. Further, 
part of the success of these settlement (and crisis) forming strategies lies in their pertinence to 
the contexts in which they are employed. Broad settiements may take on a different character in 
accordance with particular contexts or indeed, different contexts might be settled differentiy. 
The state is also central to this theory of policy production (a view engaged more fully in 
Chapter 3) and not just one point in the diagram of power, as Ball (1994a) seems to imply. 
Certainly the state acts from specific locations and with specific resources but its sttategies tend 
towards global hegemonic projects or parameter-setting policy settlements diat - more than other 
points in the diagram - are anticipated to be 'in the national interest'. Jessop, in conceiving of 
'the state itself as sttategy' (1990, p. 260), takes this centtality furtJier, claiming the state to be a 
site, a generator and a product of strategies. By the first he means to indicate that some 
strategies are more suited than others to some state-societal contexts, with particular modes of 
intervention and resources. Second, he notes that the state itself is a site of intemal sttiiggle and 
contradiction between 'rivals' who engage strategies in an attempt to have their interests 
dominate and 'unify' the interests and strategies of the state. Third, Jessop points to the 
defining qualities for the state of such sttategic state action, explaining that: 
... the current strategic selectivity of the state is in part the emergent effect of the 
interaction between its past pattems of strategic selectivity and the strategies adopted for 
its transfonnation. (Jessop, 1990, p. 261, emphasis original) 
Finally, retuming to the issue first raised above, policy settlements provide an opportunity to go 
beyond the limitations imposed by curtent debates within the policy sociology literamre; debates 
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which seem intent on acknowledging stmcture and agency, the macro and the micro, coherence 
and complexity, but not how these dualisms might be handled theoretically. How differing 
policy discourses compete and how a discourse gains ascendancy, albeit temporarily, over 
others are important issues in understanding policy production; issues, it has been argued, 
which find explanation within a conception of asymmetrical, temporary and context dependent 
settlements and the sttategies employed to secure them. It is an appreciation for sfrategy, then, 
that provides the possibility for setding the state debate, for the accommodation of both 
coherence and complexity in dieories of policy production widiin the policy sociology literature. 
Chapters 6,7 and 8 explore these notions of settlement and sttategy further by applying them to 
the production of Australian higher education entry policy; an application which provides not 
only empirical illusttation but also the tiieoretical development of 'settiement', particulariy with 
respect to its sttategies of domination. Specifically, Chapter 6 documents the broad Australian 
higher education entry policy settlement from 1987 to 1996, noting a shift from a previous 
'qualified-entry' to a 'diversified-entry' settlement and concurrentiy exploring their respective 
'sponsorship' and 'contest' modes of social mobility. Chapter 7 excavates the architecture of 
the latter settlement and the strategies employed to establish its parameters, particulariy those 
that account for stmggle over the setting of agendas and the licensing of policy producers and 
sites of policy production. Chapter 8 pursues this analysis in more genealogical terms, 
disclosing strategies in the negotiation of settlement particulars. These Chapters are preceded 
by Chapter 5 which outiines the methodology employed in the study, a critical approach to 
policy case study, and it is to this explanation that the thesis now tums. 
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CRITICAL RESEARCH IN POLICY SOCIOLOGY 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Chapter is concerned with making explicit the methodology, method, techniques and 
ethics that informed this research into the production of higher education entry policy in 
Australia. Specifically, the research lays claim to a socially critical (and post-structural) 
methodology, a quasi-historical case study method with 'case records' drawn principally from 
interviews but also documents and relevant academic literature, and a relational and ecological 
ethics. The Chapter also forms a response to recent criticism of policy sociology (Ball, 1994b; 
Maguire & Ball, 1994) that while such research has been theoretically robust with respect to its 
substantive focus, much of it has remained methodologically unsophisticated, has left 
unexplained its assumptions conceming policy research and, compared with earlier qualitative 
inquiry, has appeared 'somewhat naive' (Maguire & Ball, 1994, p. 281). 
Perhaps cognisant of such criticism, Gewirtz and Ozga confess their own methodological 
silences with respect to their policy sociology thus: 
... consttaints on space and the fact that the work is still in progress (not to mention the 
difficulty of the task) inhibit us from offering here an exposition of the developing 
relationship between the informing theoretical perspective, its associated propositions, 
and the empirical data. (Gewirtz & Ozga, 1990, p 41) 
There is a sense of all of these consttaints in the methodological explanations offered here. But 
it is in such exposition, however difficult, that policy sociology is able to claim validity and 
reliability, and guard against the 'theoretical schizophrenia' (Henry, 1993) of uneasily aligned 
tools of research. The explanation below, then, seeks to avoid the uninformed 'theoretical and 
methodological eclecticism which characterises this particular genre of education policy 
analysis' (Troyna, 1994a, p. 71, emphasis original), not by narrowly confining its research 
tools to one discipline but by being 'openly ideological' (Lather, 1991, p. 17) and sensitive to 
the possibility of new theoretical and methodological explanations informed by interactions with 
empirical evidence and practice. 
The Chapter begins broadly, giving an account of the research and its methodological approach 
which is grounded in a politics of emancipation and empowerment and a theoretical 
predisposition towards dialectical relations. This is then related to case study method and its 
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implications for critically researching higher education entry policy, particulariy given its 
accommodation of quasi-historical references to historicism, archaeology, and genealogy and 
discursive analyses of texts in context. An account follows of the techniques and ethics 
employed in the research. In particular, details are provided of how the research interviews and 
interview transcripts were procured, managed and analysed, and how they were informed by a 
relational and ecological view of 'good' research. 
5.2 METHODOLOGY: A CRITICAL AND POST-STRUCTURAL APPROACH 
The methodological approach that informs this research is based in a critical theory of society 
which is discemible by its two broad and interrelated perspectives of political utopianism and 
dialectical method (Agger, 1992), although the former might more cogentiy be read as 
'hetereotopianisms'. These are positions explored below and form the parameters for policy 
sociologists to 'gear their approaches more closely to those characteristics which distinguish 
"critical social research" from other modes of social inquiry' (Troyna, 1994a, p. 72). The 
intention, dierefore, is to highlight die 'critical' in researching Australian higher education entry 
policy whilst acknowledging the influence of other research discourses. In general, the 
research refers to a critical and post-stmcmral approach; a phrase borrowed from the sub-titie of 
Stephen Ball's (1994a) recent text. Education reform: A critical and post-structural approach. 
While Ball suggests that the conjoining of critical and post-stmctural mediodologies in his work 
leads to a certain amount of 'clash', 'grate' and 'friction', albeit 'purposeful and effective' 
(1994a, p. 2), the contention here is that the theoretical and methodological insights of post-
structuralism are a necessary part of critical research, as are more structural concems. As 
discussed below, sti^cturalism and post-structuralism are seen here as dialectically related 
within critical social research. The privileging of post-stmcmralism in the sub-heading of this 
section, then, should not be read as a disruption of this relationship but as a way to highlight 
post-structural aspects of critical research understandings in a context where much modem 
(including sociological) research has been criticised for its production of overiy stmctural and 
generalised accounts. 
Related to this, the reference to post-stmcturalism also signals a particular emphasis on and a 
way of reading and interpreting policy discourses and texts; a method which I regard as serving 
a critical orientation, the particulars of which are discussed more fully below in the section on 
quasi-historical and discursive case sttidy. To reiterate, by emphasising post-stmcturalism I am 
not indicating an addition to or an uneasy alliance with critical methods but highlighting an 
aspect of the latter's existing deconsttiictive intent; important considerations for critical policy 
analysts who determine 'to take things apart' (Kogan, 1979, p. 5) and 'to evaluate the 
disfributional impact of existing policies and the rationales underiying diem' (Walker, 1981, p. 
225). What follows, then, is a general overview of the research and its critical methodology; 
that is, its socially critical (deconsttuctive and reconstmctive) perspective, its predisposition for 
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dialectical relations, and how these are expressed in terms of its research assumptions. In some 
respects it is a general account, although its purpose is to establish a foundation for more 
specific detail of the research activity in the following sections of the Chapter. 
5.2.1 A socially critical theoretical perspective 
The critical social theory acknowledged in this research begins with the premise that material 
and social goods are inequitably disttibuted within society; a distribution that has more to do 
with politics than with 'natural' explanations of 'the way things are' or 'always have been'. 
More specifically, this political explanation of social inequality argues diat many individuals and 
social groups suffer from sources (including policies) of repression as the dominant in society 
seek to establish and maintain their influence and subsequent 'rewards'. Within this view of 
the social worid, research becomes not only a tool for uncovering and identifying beliefs and 
practices that serve to perpetuate oppression - hidden in ways that Antonio Gramsci (1971) 
describes as hegemonic - but also an avenue through which to liberate the oppressed, or rather, 
through which social actors might determine their own liberation; hence the 'corrective' 
reference above to heterotopias. In short, while recognising the structure of interdependent 
elements, this research rejects an absolute structural or systematic determinism (see Harvey, 
1990, pp. 25-26). 
In advocating such a project of emancipation and empowerment, critical social research, and, in 
particular, this research of higher education entry policy production in Australia, is correctiy 
identified as modemist. In this respect, the research reported here seeks 'enlightenment' of a 
sort, being motivated by the possibility of determining 'what is really going on' and proposing 
strategies which might 'make things better'. However, what makes this critical project 
distinctive from that of 'high' modemity is its dialectical understanding of knowledge and of 
knowledge production, its commitment to 'communicative action' (Habermas, 1987) and 
reflexivity, and its challenge to dominance and certainty. Indeed, Giddens suggests that the 
enlightenment and knowledge claims of high modemity are not particulariy modemist, since 
they fail to question their own ttaditions and, therefore, are prone to falling into the ttap of pre-
modem dogma. Modemity in its ideal sense, then, subverts reason - where this is understood 
as the gaining of absolute knowledge - because of its questioning disposition with respect to 
certainty (Giddens, 1990, p. 41). Further, Giddens argues that sociology, because of its most 
generalised reflection upon modem life, has the potential to be the central 'subverter'. It is this 
view of a post-structural or 'radical' (Giddens, 1990) modernity with which this research is 
aligned and which suits the 'subversive' or deconsttuctive intent of its policy sociology. 
This critical project of emancipation and empowerment - often self-determined and understood 
rettospectively - is also distinctive from postmodem politics and research; although, like the 
Birmingham School's approach described in Chapter 4, it is mindful of postmodernity's 
critique of modemity's stmcttiralism. In brief, postmodemists declare difference as the core of 
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their theoretical and methodological logics and support projects of change in as much as these 
generate status for such difference, particularly those epistemological standpoints previously 
undervalued. Moreover, much postmodemism claims that it is only from these standpoints that 
legitimate knowledge conceming them can be generated and, in some cases, known. However, 
the most significant point of departure between postmodemity and the post-stmctural modemity 
of this research, is not with regard to creating spaces for marginalised voices to speak their own 
knowledges - on this there is agreement - but conceming the basis upon which these 
knowledges might speak to one another and by which they are relatively positioned or 
'anchored', as Henry (1993) puts it. Hence, for Agger: 
As a Marxist of sorts, I have no trouble at all with the notion that there are certain 
objective universal interests in freedom, justice, beauty, etc. To be a Marxist requires one 
to have some investment in such transhistorical rationalist notions. (Agger, 1992, p. 46) 
McWilliam also touches on this issue, speculating about the 'madness' of much popular and 
postmodem research in which: 
... everything seems possible and yet nothing is possible ... [where] there are to be no 
more 'grand narratives', but the little stories need to be more telling than the totalising 
tales of the past. (McWilliam, 1992, p. 6) 
Confronted with such theoretical dilemmas, critical social theorists, and particulariy post-
structural feminists discussed in Chapter 3, have been sceptical about the political value of 
postmodemism for marginalised groups (see Di Stefano, 1990; Henry, 1993); for example, 
those groups who are excluded from and restricted in their entry into Australian higher 
education. Reminiscent of Habermas' (1987) evaluation of postmodernism as neo-
conservative, they have endeavoured to conceive a postpositivist objectivity (Lather, 1991) 
within their research, 'to guard against any postmodem notion of "a happy polytheism of 
language games" which lapses into a-politicism' (McWilliam, 1992, p. 3). Most critical 
theorists would acknowledge such reconception as difficult work. Harding, for example, 
describes the postpositivist approach in terms of standing 'with one foot in modemity and the 
other in the lands beyond' (1990, p. 100); footwork criticised by some as being 
epistemologically 'comered' (Young, 1992, p. 10) or as having one foot in the grave. 
However, the post-structural intervention to which these critics allude is more cogentiy 
understood by critical theorists, and by this research in particular, as a 'corrective' of 
modernity, leading to a greater questioning of what is critical in critical social theory, or, as 
Carr (1995, p. 128) suggests, a recasting of postmodemism as modemist strategies in the 
service of enlightenment. Giddens similariy explains the postmodem contribution in terms of 
'modemity coming to understand itself rather than the overcoming of modemity' (1990, p. 48). 
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From this critical perspective, a postmodem self-deconstmction might applaud its powerful 
deconsttuctive qualities but lament its reconstmctive impotency; a criticism often levelled at the 
nihilism of Nietzche and Heidegger. 
By contrast, and drawing on its heritage of deconstmction and reconstruction, Ozga and 
Gewirtz argue that critical methodology is able to make three broad contributions to policy 
research: 
First, it can draw attention to, and challenge, the assumptions informing policy and it can 
expose the effects of policy on the ground ... second, research can set out to explain how 
injustices and inequalities are produced, reproduced and sustained. Third, ... research 
can provide a basis for the development of strategies of social ttansformation. (Ozga & 
Gewirtz, 1994, p. 123) 
For Ball and Shilling: 
... the undoubted value of these analyses lies in their attempt to problematize policy 
through several of its 'levels' or 'dimensions' or 'moments' of activity and effect; and in 
their insistence on continuing to ask basic sociological questions about the relationship 
between educational practices and social inequalities. (Ball & Shilling, 1994, p. 2) 
In summary, the value of critical methodology for the policy sociology envisaged in this 
research, is that it is both structural and post-sttuctural. It is able to draw attention to and 
challenge the dominance of policy discourse which subjugates the voices of the marginalised 
and glosses over inconsistencies and incoherence, while simultaneously constructing and 
maintaining a 'meta' perspective that can critique policy in more generalised ways, embodied in 
discourses such as social justice and equity. 
5.2.2 A predisposition for dialectical method 
The ability of this research to challenge and problematise policy research assumptions and to 
advocate altematives depends primarily on its dialectical perspective. That is, through an 
understanding of seemingly oppositional social elements as dialectically related, the research 
reported here seeks to rupture the 'common sense' and dominant positivist view (Bourdieu, 
1992, p. 251) that 'everything must bifurcate' (Beilharz, 1987, p. 391), recognising the 
political as well as the theoretical shortcomings of such dualist constmctions. As McWilliam 
suggests: 
... debates such as positivist/anti-positivist, quantitative/qualitative, marxist/pluralist, 
interpretive/functionalist, are not evoked by acmal binary systems. They are strategies 
embedded in institutions which are themselves implicated in, and productive of, particular 
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configurations of power and knowledge. (McWilliam, 1992, p. 3) 
Rather than conceiving of these social elements in dichotomous relations or as poles at either 
end of a continuum (which is little more than a dichotomy in disguise), this research attempts to 
reconcile the local need for identity and the universal claim for emancipation through their 
recognition as issues of theory and politics. It is through such political assertion that theoretical 
dilemmas posed by dichotomies - which have some researchers straddling new and old worids 
(McWilliam, 1992; Ball, 1994a) or to-ing and fro-ing between them - can be addressed. Not 
that this constitutes resolution for all time or analytical closure - theoretical and practical 
tensions still remain and, as a critical theorist, I am particulariy wary of neat explanation - but 
rather it represents a recognition of the futility and inadequacy of theoretical dichotomies for all 
but the socially dominant. Hence, this research names the 'objectivism' of positivists as a 
highly political act, since it involves: 
... the attempt to remove, minimize, or make invisible their own cultural beliefs and 
practices, while simultaneously directing attention to the subjectivities, beliefs, and 
practices of research subjects as the sole objects of scrutiny. (Roman & Apple, 1990, p. 
40) 
At the same time, the meta-perspective of this research finds the political fragmentation of 
knowledge into multiple 'subjectivities' as equally problematic. The issue is: 
... we cannot escape the indefinite series of mutually refutable interpretations - the 
hermeneuticist is involved in a stmggle among hermeneuticists who compete to have the 
last word about a phenomenon or an outcome - unless we actually constmct the space of 
objective relations (stmcture) of which the communicative exchanges we directiy observe 
(interaction) are but the expression. (Bourdieu, 1992, p. 256) 
In short, objectivity might be theoretically difficult to accommodate but then so too is the 
politics of subjectivity. Hence, their mutual acceptance within the critical perspective of this 
research does not constitute resolution, but recognition that these concepts provide explanation 
of the same social reality and that bodi provide political opportunities as well as consttaints. 
5.2.3 A mutual entailment of research assumptions 
Cognisant of such explanation, the research assumptions embraced by this research attempt to 
highlight the political value of both ends of theoretical spectmms and to theorise these ends not 
in opposition but in synthesis. These are addressed as four sets of assumptions related to 
objectivity and subjectivity, time and space, stmcture and agency, and theory and data. With 
respect to the first of these relations (introduced above), the critical insight of this research is 
that social knowledge and tmth are expressed through individual and subjective observations 
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which are validated or deemed objective through their connection with the subjectivities of 
others. Further, the social 'facts' of such knowledge generally represent the values, interests 
and subjectivities of research communities which, on the whole, are namow representations of 
the community at large. In short, the particular construction and organisation of 'accepted' 
knowledge 'is part of the cultural and practical underpinning of the ascendancy of particular 
social groups - capitalists and professionals, men, Anglos' (Connell, 1993, p. 38). 
While critical of these practices, what is sought through this research is the reorganisation of 
objectivity rather than its abandonment. This involves the construction of objective truth 
through an intersubjectivity more representative of broader societal interests; a process that 
Habermas (1987) describes as possible through 'communicative action'. Here there is an 
understanding of knowledge as socially constructed, but also an awareness that such 
construction should not simply be equated with subjectivity. That is, 'knowledge can [also] be 
socially constructed and objective' (Connell, 1993, p. 37, emphasis original). As Bourdieu 
suggests, 'it is this double tmth, objective and subjective, which constitutes the whole truth of 
the social worid' (1992, p. 255). Commenting on this duality, Connell notes that: 
... being objective, gaining accurate and undistorted knowledge, requires a subjective 
commitment within that context, an engagement with the issues. Subjectivity and 
objectivity, then, are not opposites. Objectivity is a characteristic of the process of 
discovery (or of leaming) which is fuelled by subjectivity. Objectivity, we might say, is 
methodological; subjectivity is relational. (Connell, 1993, p. 37, emphasis original) 
Valuing a variety of subjective knowledges 'direct[s] us to start our research and scholarship 
from the standpoint of lives' (Harding, 1994, p. 343), and particulariy to provide spaces for 
'those who carry the burdens of social inequality' (Connell, 1993, p. 39). This does not mean 
the adoption of standpoint epistemologies which are exclusively about their own producers. 
Rather, these standpoints have the potential to provide for different voices to name the worid 
and for the discovery of knowledge and truth previously made invisible by restricted and 
restrictive dominant social groups. Again, this does not constitute a lapse into relativism, for 
different standpoints are not merely concerned with producing particularistic positions. 
Cleariy, 'different social standpoints yield different views of the worid, and some are more 
comprehensive, more epistemically powerful, than others' (Connell, 1993, p. 39). 
In the context of this research, powerful comprehensive epistemology is grounded in what 
Harding (1987) terms 'strong objectivity', distinct from the 'weak' objectivity of positivism; 
the former informs research at several points, rather than just at points of data collection, and is 
based in an intersubjectivity representative of the interests of society at large. Hence, this 
research is committed to creating spaces for a broad collection of policy actors, to not only 
contribute data about the production of Austtalian higher education entry policy but also to 
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reflect on these contributions and the knowledge that they generate; issues retumed to below. 
Related to these issues are recent post-structural and postmodern inspired debates about the 
relative importance of time and space in the social and material worid. Many of these 
discussions have criticised modem research for its 'space-blinkered historicism' (Soja, 1996, 
p. 137), including critical research for its historical imagination that is not comparably 
geographical. However, in replacing previous understandings of being in the worid with 
assertions about the primacy of space over time, almost to the point of being labelled anti-
history, much postmodem research has, in my view, overstated its case. Urged by Foucault to 
rebalance, rather than reverse, time and space priorities (Soja, 1996, p. 136) and in keeping 
widi its critical-dialectical approach, this research seeks to relate these in a way that 're-entwines 
the making of history with the social production of space, with the construction and 
configuration of human geographies' (Soja, 1996, p. 137). That is, while this research is 
informed by an historical orientation it is simultaneously geographical; a balancing reflected in 
its utilisation of the collective methods of historicism, archaeology and genealogy discussed 
more fully below. 
A third set of assumptions, often separated into a structure/agency dualism, is also addressed 
by this research and critical researchers generally in dialectical terms of 'mutual entailment' 
(Raab, 1994, p. 26). Giddens, for example, has championed the notion of 'strucmration' in 
which '"structures" are rules and resources which are both the medium and outcome of social 
interaction' (Shilling, 1992, p. 83). In Giddens' own words, 'we have to grasp what I would 
call the double involvement of individuals and institutions: we create society at the same time as 
we are created by it' (Giddens, 1986, p. 11, emphasis original). Similariy, Smith (1987) 
conceives, both theoretically and politically, of 'the everyday as problematic'. That is, even in 
what seem everyday and individual acts, such as walking the dog, there is evidence of a 
broader constraint that provides its own explanation of action. What is at issue here, as with 
objective-subjective and time-space relations, is the possibility of explaining our involvement in 
the social worid in a duality of sttiicmre and agency. Within a dialectical understanding, 'social 
science need not choose between these poles, for the stuff of social reality - of action no less 
than stmcmre, and their intersection as history - lies in relations' (Wacquant, 1992, p. 15). 
Such theorising has implications for policy research. For example, the policy-implementation 
dichotomy, outiined in Chapter 2, that separates policy (text) off from its practice, along with 
its (often blurted) association with a macro-micro distinction (discussed in Chapters 2 and 4), 
are recognised by this position for their theoretical inadequacy. As Raab explains, 
'interactions, exchanges and trust should not only be seen as constitutive properties of 
interpersonal social relations but as inherent in the "larger" structural contexts of policy 
networks as well' (1994, p. 26). Similariy, Ball argues for the need 'to go beyond the 
dominance/resistance binary [of much policy discourse] ... not to erase it but to extend it' 
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(1994a, p. 11). 
Some policy researchers have sought to explain the 'coming together' of these two structural 
poles in the context of a 'meso' (and, in my view, messy) level of policy activity - somewhere 
between the macro and the micro. From the perspective of the research reported here, 
however, such explanation misses the point of duality. It is not the theoretical work of 
'bringing together' that needs to be achieved, but a recognition that it is the work of (errant) 
theory that separates. Hence, critically researching particular policies and their sites does not 
automatically imply issues of production or implementation nor macro or micro issues, but 
draws on an understanding of 'the concept of "policy" in a way that liberates it from any 
particular setting' (Raab, 1994, p. 27) and reconceives of it as relational. What is perhaps more 
contentious for this research, then, is 'what contexts are relevant to an explanation [of policy], 
and the configuration of possibilities and constraints' (Raab, 1994, p. 25); issues discussed in 
Chapter 2 and retumed to below in the consideration of case smdy method. 
Fourthly, methodological assumptions that sustain a distinction between theory and data are 
similariy regarded in this research as flawed. Indeed, according to Angus: 
... there is no sensible distinction between theory and data - for the generation of data 
through observation and participation involves selection and interpretation that must 
reflect judgements that are theoretically based. (Angus, 1986, p. 65) 
Similarly: 
Bourdieu maintains that every act of research is simultaneously empirical (it confronts the 
worid of observable phenomena) and theoretical (it necessarily engages hypotheses about 
the underlying structure of relations that observations are designed to capture). 
(Wacquant, 1992, p. 35) 
In other words, this research is sensitive to the dialectic that theory both generates data and 
provides guidelines for its interpretation, while data provides a cortective of theory and a source 
for theory generation. The relation can be explained in terms of reflexivity: the consideration of 
data that causes a 'bending back on' or a questioning of the theoretical perspective that 
produced it; a condition not unlike modemity's post-stmctural questioning of its own reason. 
In emphasising the distinctive kind of reflexivity that forms 'an integral component and 
necessary condition of a critical theory of society', Wacquant notes: 
First, its primary target is not the individual analyst but the social and intellectual 
unconscious embedded in analytic tools and operations; second, it must be a collective 
enterprise rather than the burden of the lone academic; and, third, it seeks not to assault 
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but to buttress the epistemological security of sociology. (Wacquant, 1992, p. 36, 
emphasis original) 
In view of this dialectical commitment of critical social research, Bourdieu and Wacquant 
(1992a) extend 'an invitation to reflexive sociology' - that is, a 'sociology of sociology' - while 
Giddens (1990) writes of a 'double hermeneutic'. Informed by these theorists and others, what 
is envisaged by this research is a 'sociological knowledge [that] spirals in and out of the 
universe of social life, reconstructing both itself and that universe as an integral part of that 
process' (Giddens, 1990, pp. 15-16). What is not anticipated is 'the kind of self-fascinated 
observation of the observer's writing and feelings which have recentiy become fashionable ... 
[and] an end in itself (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992b, p. 72). 
5.3 METHOD: A QUASI-HISTORICAL AND DISCURSIVE CASE STUDY 
One research method which is most suited to policy research, and which it is possible to invest 
with a socially critical view of the worid, is case study. Case study method, which has grown 
in prominence since the 1970s, is broadly concemed with a 'bounded system' or instance of 
social phenomena in action - such as policy - in which social elements 'are not easily identified 
or are too embedded in the phenomenon to be extracted for study' (Merriam, 1988, p. 7). That 
is, rather than the isolation of 'variables', case studies are concemed with how these interact 
and, as a whole, represent particular social texts and contexts. Yin provides perhaps the most 
comprehensive account of case study method, defining it as that which 'investigates a 
contemporary phenomenon [read 'text'] within its real-life context; when the boundaries 
between phenomenon and context are not cleariy evident; and in which multiple sources of 
evidence are used' (1989, p. 23). 
This logic of the inseparability of texts within particular contexts is important in recognising 
cases as being informed by and informing other social contexts. So, while the 'boundaries' of 
bounded systems are useful analytical constmctions, they are not in themselves divisive of the 
specific and die general elements of social life. Moreover, in utilising case smdy method critical 
researchers seek not just 'thick description' (Geertz, 1973) of intra- and inter-subjective cases 
but also 'explanatory power' (Shilling, 1992) that is developed through the mutual interaction 
of case data and theory. As MacDonald and Walker suggest, 'the case can generate a theory as 
well as test one; instance and abstraction go hand in hand in an iterative process of cumulative 
growth' (1975, p. 3). 
This section provides an account of quasi-historical and discursive case study as utilised in the 
research of higher education entry policy production in Austtalia. In particular, it examines the 
research processes of collecting, producing, interpreting, analysing, accounting for and 
storying case records or data. While these processes are discussed with particular reference to 
the case of higher education entry policy in Australia, there is a sense in which they are also 
Chapter 5: Critical research in policy sociology 
Ill 
general and establish the framework within which the specifics of the research are engaged in 
the following section. Recorded here, then, are the broad intentions that directed the conduct of 
the case study which precedes an explicit account of the particulars of research activity. 
5.3.1 Collecting and producing data 
Even though case study method does not prescribe particular research processes and 
techniques, it does tend to favour some kinds over others, and, in terms of this policy analysis, 
particulariy those techniques generally associated with historical research, ethnography and 
discourse analysis. For example, with respect to sources of data, this case study has pursued 
documentary evidence or 'case records', including documents of a contemporary nature, similar 
to those sought by historians. However, where case study differs from historical research is 
not just in its focus on contemporary events, but also in its altemative sources of evidence 
derived from the curtency of those events. In other words, while this research has utilised 
unsolicited documents, it has also pursued documents specifically produced for its own 
purposes through techniques often associated with the participant-observation of ethnography. 
Indeed, in this case study it is these 'produced' data (in the form of interview transcripts) that 
form the principal source of evidence since they are seen as directiy soliciting answers to the 
questions posed by the research itself. 
In this process of data production, case study researchers (like myself) share with their 
ethnographic colleagues a preference for techniques of involved observation and interview; a 
'sharing' that encourages some to describe case study as a 'partial' ethnographic approach 
(Troyna, 1994b). Such similarities in the preferences and description of these approaches is 
most probably related to these researchers' common desire to describe and explain particular 
and contemporary social phenomena in a holistic way which also gives prominence to the 
standpoints of research subjects. Like the case study researcher: 
... the ethnographer attempts to find out the 'essential characteristics' of a particular group 
or setting. However, if the ethnographer wants to ascribe meaning to behaviour in a 
fuller sense, she or he needs to share in the meanings that participants take for granted in 
informing behaviour, and to describe and explain these meanings for the benefit of the 
reader. (May, 1994, p. 48, emphasis added) 
However, unlike ethnography, it is the interview (rendered documentary through ttanscription) 
that dominates the data production of case study method; a difference that reflects a variation in 
the fieldwork between ethnographers and case study researchers, the latter's involvement 
described by some as 'quasi-participation' (Wallace, Rudduck & Harris, 1994). In other 
words, the engagement of case study researchers with the field is constrained by more limited 
time-frames and participatory opportunities. Yet, condensing the production of data through 
the utilisation of interviews also provides opportunities for researchers to engage in multi-site 
Chapter 5: Critical research in policy sociology 
112 
cases - not easily pursued through ethnography - and to solicit a broader range of perspectives 
on the social instances or 'texts' under investigation. Given this design, the reasons for this 
particular case study's heavy reliance on interviews are clear: interviews allowed access to 
events and processes - albeit in a compressed form - from which I was largely excluded, and 
more readily allowed me to broaden my research to include multiple sites of, and perspectives 
on, the production of Austtalian higher education entry policy. 
5.3.2 Interpreting and analysing data 
Two further differences arose from my commitment to interviews as a primary source of data; 
differences that can also be attributed to historical analysis, hence Bartlett's (1987) reference to 
case study as quasi-historical research. First, the burden of data interpretation within the case 
study resided in contexts other than those in which it was collected. That is, given restrictions 
of time in the field, the meanings represented in Chapters 7 and 8 were largely 'captured' within 
interview transcripts and extracted at a later date and in a different locality. Certainly the 
interviews provided opportunities for those present to ascribe meaning to actions, events and 
texts generally, but this meaning-making was generally pursued outside the fieldwork 
encounters. Second, the analysis of interview transcripts within this critical case study was 
understood by the researcher as 'an interpretation of an interpretation' (Thompson, 1984, p. 
133) and not simply as an exercise in 'telling it like it is'. In short, my task as a critical 
researcher in interpreting the case records was to recover 'the social meanings expressed in 
discourse by analysing the linguistic structures in the light of their interactional and wider social 
contexts' (Fowler, Hodge, Kress & Trew, 1979, p. 196). 
The method of interpretation adopted by this research was informed by the critical discourse 
analysis of John Thompson (1984). For Thompson, 'the link between language and ideology 
provides the touchstone for the elaboration of a systematic methodology of interpretation' 
(1984, p. 133). After Ricoeur's 'depth hermeneutics', Thompson adopts a 'depth-interpretive' 
approach that suggests that case records (including interview transcripts) can be critically 
analysed along three dimensions: the social-historical, the discursive and the interpretive. First, 
in considering the social and historical situatedness of texts, Thompson suggests that there are 
three interrelated levels that wartant analysis: the contexts within which actors, actions and 
interactions are located; the institutional parameters of permissible action; and the stmcmral 
constraints which impinge on these institutions and their 'mles of conduct'. How these levels 
relate more specifically to an analysis of the policy settiement canvas, has already been 
broached in Chapter 4 and is taken up further in Chapters 6,7 and 8. 
Thompson's second dimension of discursive analysis involves the explication of 'actantial', 
argumentative and syntactic structures within linguistic constructions. The first of these 
structures concems the formation of hegemony within texts. That is, 'ideology, in so far as it 
seeks to sustain relations of domination by representing them as legitimate, tends to assume a 
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nartative form' (Thompson, 1984, p. 136). Thompson suggests that narratives of this kind are 
often mythical and appeal to metaphors and stories as a means to convince readers and listeners 
of their 'rightness'; references also noted in Chapter 4 with respect to policy texts. However, 
the work of discourse analysis is not just in its challenge to hegemonic narrative as 'the one 
true' representation of reality, but also in making explicit the text's intemal argumentative 
structure or 'chains of reasoning' (Thompson, 1984, p. 136) and thereby revealing possible 
areas of conttadiction, inconsistency, lapse and silence 'glossed over' by syntactic connectives. 
Indeed, the syntactic structure of political discourse - such as the policy document genre 
described in Chapter 2 - is often involved in this process of legitimating its own voice, through 
such strategies as: passivisation, the reartangement of subjects or themes such that attention is 
ttansferted from actors (often deleted) to those acted-upon; nominalisation, the representation of 
actions and processes as objects, effectively backgrounding who is doing what to whom; 
modality (Fairclough, 1992, pp. 158-162), the moderation of categorical assertions - utilising 
modal verbs, adverbs and adjectives, tense, hedging language and tag questions - to render 
them less extreme and potentially more acceptable to a wider audience; and the use of present 
and future tense to dislocate action, actors, institutions and structures from their histories. 
A third dimension of the depth-interpretive approach to discourse analysis, although cleariy not 
distinct from the more formal social-historical and discursive dimensions, is that of 
interpretation. For Thompson, 'discourse says something about something' (1984, p. 137); it 
'speaks' of what is disclosed but also out of what is not disclosed. Thompson draws on 
Ricoeur to describe these levels of disclosure in terms of 'split reference': the idea that 
discourse explicidy refers to some things and implicitiy to others. Interpretation, then, while 
mediated by the more formally analytical dimensions, must creatively transcend them and go 
beyond the closure of discourse in order to make the implicit explicit and to rejoin it with what 
is already explicit. As Thompson explains: 
... to interpret discourse qua ideology is to construct a meaning which unfolds the 
referential dimension of discourse, which specifies the multiple referents and shows how 
their entanglement serves to sustain relations of domination. Reconnecting discourse to 
the relations of domination which it serves to sustain: such is the task of interpretation. 
(Thompson, 1984, p. 138, emphasis original) 
The importance of this interpretive dimension in constiiicting meanings is particulariy relevant 
to the analysis of case records, given the differences in discursive practices which constmct 
spoken and written texts. Practices which produce the latter are generally more 'considered', 
particulariy with regard to their syntactic stiiicture, and often enjoy longer periods of gestation, 
greater pre-publication scrutiny and a shared authorship - although the opportunity provided in 
this research for interviewers and interviewees to adjust transcripts begins to approach this level 
of text consideration. An awareness of the spoken origins of texts can help to highlight the 
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limitations of analytical techniques which narrow in on syntax and obscure a more 
comprehensive and creative interpretation of meanings (Thompson, 1984). 
Bardett (1987), also drawing on Ricoeur, similarly ascribes importance to spoken texts for their 
meanings rather than just their textual qualities. With similar references to the textual qualities 
of events discussed in Chapter 2, he argues that: 
... the spoken word has certain fundamental characteristics. It is said by someone. It is a 
temporal event. It has an audience situated in history. The act of speaking therefore is 
itself an 'event' which passes away but something remains and that something is its 
historical meaning. Meaning itself is not an event. It is preserved in text (the case 
records and ultimately in the study, in narrative form); it is the text of the case records 
which 'fixes' the spoken work, preserving its meaning. So the text is important because 
it expresses, preserves and conveys meaning over temporal and cultural distance. Text, 
in the process of analysis, is 'decontextualised' from the world of the study and 
'recontextualised' in the narrative for interpretation of the topic or research problem 
before the reader. (Bartlett, 1987, p. 3, emphasis added) 
In analysing the case records of this research, then, I was aware that critical researchers need to 
go beyond surface levels and was mindful of Bourdieu's remonsttance that: 
... some ethnomethodologists want to acknowledge nothing but conversation analysis 
reduced to the exegesis of a text, completely ignoring the data on the immediate context 
that may be called ethnographic (what is traditionally labelled the 'situation'), not to 
mention the data that would allow them to simate this situation within the social stmcmre. 
(Bourdieu, 1992, p. 226) 
Bourdieu's point is that critical case study is necessarily self-aware and not simply involved in 
the interpretation of interview data as though it was separated from the situated and broader 
contexts (the surtounding texts) within which it was produced and analysed. In short, the 
critical interpretation of case records 'analyses language as not merely constmcting reality but as 
particular constructions of language constructing reality in particular ways' (Dant, 1991, p. 
157). 
5.3.3 Accounting for and storying data 
As noted eariier, the particular 'storying' of data within this case study is informed by the 
constructions of critical theory and policy sociology; the latter also refemed to by Ball as 'an 
exercise in contemporary history' (1990, p. 1). Similar relations between sociology and 
history have been identified by Giddens who suggests that history is the source material of 
sociology (1986, p. 10) and that in many ways sociology and history are indistinguishable 
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(1986, p. 156). These critical, sociological and historical frames of reference are important 
discourses in the storying of this research into the production of higher education entry policy 
in Australia; a 'storying' of data which is specifically informed by three historical and quasi-
historical approaches to analysis: those of historicism, archaeology, and genealogy. As 
discussed above, these three discourses collectively represent a rebalancing of time and space in 
the storying of data; an approach informed, in particular, by the historical methods of Foucault 
(1972; 1979). 
The first of these perspectives, utilised in Chapter 6, chronologically frames the account of 
entry policy in Australian higher education, narrating its transition from a qualified-entry 
settiement to a more recent diversified-entry arrangement. While relating a particular and 
coherent story of entry policy. Chapter 6 is more than a simple sequencing of events and 
documents - a 'neutral' historicism, as Williams (1983) describes it - which is naive with 
respect to its own historical constiaictions. Rather, the reference to historicism signals a critical 
examination and active interpretation of seemingly disparate, although often interrelated, 
documentary evidence, raising the possibility for different readings, drawing attention to 
silences and questioning the benefits for various policy 'recipients'. The intention of Chapter 
6, then, is to construct an account over time of Australian higher education entry policy, 
although not necessarily as represented in official documentation. Indeed, the Chapter's 
reference to Tumer's (1971) sponsorship and contest modes of upward social mobility is 
intended to provide some critical dismption of official accounts. 
A second kind of historical writing employed in the research approaches Foucault's (1972) 
reference to archaeology as historical method and its different balancing of time-space relations. 
In particular. Chapter 7's excavation seeks to represent higher education entry policy as 
'object', its producers as organising 'concepts' and the configuration of their activity as 
'modality'. What develops is an architecture of entry policy, framed by regularity, which 
highlights rules constitutive of a diversified-entry settlement in Australian higher education. 
The archaeological interest of Chapter 7 is in relating how the parameters of this settlement are 
sttategically established, although this is also linked to the nature of the parameters themselves -
illusttated in part in the chart pocketed at die end of this volume and discussed in Chapter 7. In 
this respect the Chapter foregrounds the coherence of settlement parameters, while its attention 
to strategies involved in establishing them retains an awareness of the complexity associated 
with other discursive practices. 
The genealogy of Chapter 8 provides a third historical framing for the case study's policy 
analysis, which again draws on the historical methods of Foucault (1979). As genealogy, there 
is not the same emphasis within this storying of data on the sequence or regularity of events nor 
on the coherence that these might foreground over time. Rather, the interest is with a 
multiplicity of historical vignettes, coherent in themselves and within their particular contexts. 
Chapter 5: Critical research in policy sociology 
776 
yet 'told' with an emphasis on their contested construction and the complexities which these 
contests bring to a general understanding of policy production in Australian higher education 
entry. In short, the genealogical method seeks to identify strategies in the negotiation of 
settlement particulars and 'integrates into a single investigation the tasks of the history of 
institutions and conceptual history' (Honneth, 1994, p. 159). 
While each of these Chapters relate issues of continuity and discontinuity and time and space in 
dialectical ways, the methods that frame their separate accounts reveal shifting emphases. 
Specifically, there is a movement from foregrounding historical coherence in Chapter 6 through 
to geographical complexity in Chapter 8. Related to this is a similar difference in the treatment 
of forms of data and the representation of their sources. In particular. Chapter 6 draws 
primarily on documentary evidence which tends to be distant and formal in its voice whereas 
Chapters 7 and 8 rely more heavily on interviews which are comparatively more immediate and 
intimate. 
5.4 TECHNIQUE: THE STRATEGY AND ACTIVITY OF RESEARCH 
In keeping with the spirit of 'triangulation' - a term borrowed from navigation and surveying to 
describe the intersection of three map references to accurately pinpoint a landmark - this 
research employed a number of techniques in the production, analysis and storying of data. In 
this respect, these techniques are more accurately described as 'multiple strategies' of field 
research (Burgess, 1984, p. 144), given that it was not just methods of data collection and 
production that were the subject of multiplication in this study - the ttaditional understanding of 
'triangulation' in the research literature. 
While several of these 'other' research strategies have been described above, this section is 
focused more narrowly on the specifics of manipulating the interviews and documents 
associated with this research. It begins with a detailed account of the study's semi-structured 
interviews with key policy actors or policy 'elites' (Ozga & Gewirtz, 1994); how they were 
procured, managed, and analysed. The heavy emphasis given here to their description reflects 
their primacy within the research as sources of knowledge regarding the production of 
Austtalian higher education entry policy. This is followed by a discussion of govemment and 
quasi-govemment documents that formed supportive sources of data in the research context. 
5.4.1 Interviews: principal sources of data 
In the first instance, interviews were sought with individuals directiy involved in the Review of 
Tertiary Entrance in Queensland, 1990 (Viviani, 1990). Four interviews were conducted in 
1991 and were used to inform an eariier dissertation (Gale, 1991) which developed an approach 
to policy analysis and partially applied that approach to the Viviani Review. Several other 
individuals later interviewed for this research were also associated with the Viviani Review in 
some way, either as participants in the review process, as instmmental in its instigation, or as 
Chapter 5: Critical research in policy sociology 
777 
involved in administering its effects. A second source of interviewees for this research were 
those associated with the University of Queensland - an historically significant and influential 
institution with respect to entry issues in Queensland (Gale, 1994c) - while a third group was 
drawn from those involved in entry issues and associated with the Queensland Department of 
Education during the research period. 
Interviews were also conducted with policy actors at a federal level of the Austtalian state who 
were seen to have involvement in issues of higher education entry, particularly as they affected 
Queensland from 1987 to 1996. These 'federal' interviewees were broadly associated with 
four main areas: the Federal Minister's Office for Employment, Education and Training; the 
Federal Department of Employment, Education and Training (DEET), particularly its Division 
of Higher Education; the National Board of Employment, Education and Training (NBEET), 
particularly its Higher Education Council and its Schools Council; and the Australian Vice-
Chancellors Committee (AVCC), particulariy its Secretariat. 
As well as seeking individuals representative of Queensland and federal levels of the Australian 
state - some of whom transcended these levels and hence highlighted artificial aspects of an 
absolute State/federal distinction - the research also sought to differentiate interviewees 
according to their state 'vocalities' (Ball, 1994a). Initially, such demarcation was informed by 
Lawton's (1986) typology of those involved in the production of education policy in the United 
Kingdom, represented as politicians, bureaucrats, and professionals. However, as the research 
progressed the distinction between these categories became difficult to sustain as some 
individuals within the case study seemed to represent several of these 'voices' while others 
were not easily 'located' within any of them. Chapter 7 details the altemative categorisation 
developed by the research which identifies the interviewees as variously belonging to one of 
four groups: politicians and political advisors (PPA); bureaucrats and policy advisors (BPA); 
academics and university administrators (AUA); and 'cowboys' and independent advisors 
(CIA). 
Negotiating interview access was initiated by a 'package' of information (see Appendix D) 
posted to potential interviewees, which provided a covering letter of invitation to participate in 
an extended and recorded interview, a short overview of the research, evidence of supervisor 
support and clearance by the University of Queensland's Behavioural and Social Sciences 
Ediical Review Committee, and an interview consent form. This initial approach was followed 
by telephone contact to artange an interview time and location. Given the complexities of 
engaging with a large number of interviewees (and often their secretaries and assistants), an 
'Interviewee Record of Contact' form was consttucted and maintained throughout the research 
to monitor these interactions (see Appendix E). 
In all, twenty-five individuals were interviewed, four in 1991 and twenty-one in 1994. Two 
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individuals were interviewed twice, accounting for the twenty-seven interviews recorded in the 
Companion Volume of Interviews which accompanies this volume. Five other individuals, 
predominantiy politicians and political advisors, declined my request for an interview. In other 
cases, access to individuals was brokered on my behalf by other interviewees. In addition, 
some informants identified other individuals whom they thought would be able to contribute to 
the research. Some of these were followed up, some were not. The names of significant 
individuals identified by this research as involved in the production of Australian higher 
education entry policy in Queensland, 1987 to 1996, appear in Appendix F and are categorised 
according to the four groups listed above, with those interviewed represented in italics. These 
details in various forms also appear on the architectural chart of Australian higher education 
entry policy, pocketed at the end of this volume, and within the Companion Volume of 
Interviews. 
The character of these interview encounters was similar in kind to those engaged by 
ethnographers in that they were designed to generate 'lengthy responses [although] not 
sttucmred to fit a pre-given set of categories' (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983, p. 161). Even 
so, they were still 'conversations with a purpose' (Burgess, 1984, p. 102), being guided by 
themes and topics in a way that allowed them to be 'considered, rephrased, re-ordered, 
discussed and analysed' (Burgess, 1984, p. 101). In conducting these semi-structured 
interviews I was concemed to constantiy 'monitor the direction, depth, and detail of the 
interview, the topics to include and topics to avoid, together with question order' (Burgess, 
1984, p. 120). At times I posed scenarios that amounted to my theorising-in-progress and 
sought to 'test' these theories of policy production with interviewees and their experiences. I 
was also interested to construct questions and elicit responses that spoke of agency and 
stmcture and the ways in which tension in policy production was accommodated. To this end, 
1 employed three main types of questions: 
First, descriptive questions which allow informants to provide statements about their 
activities. Secondly, structural questions which attempt to find out how informants 
organise their knowledge and, finally, contrast questions which allow informants to 
discuss the meanings of situations and provide an opportunity for comparisons to take 
place between situations and events in the informants' worid. (Burgess, 1984, pp. 111-
112, emphasis original) 
After securing signed consent from individuals to interview them, the individual conversations 
began broadly, centted around discussions of the interviewee's background and their views on 
and involvement in what they regarded as the major issues confronting higher education in 
Australia during the research period, with particular reference to issues of entiy. More specific 
topics of conversation, framed by Burgess' typology of interview questions, were sparked by 
these general comments but were also informed by my reading of relevant documentation. 
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academic literature, recent newspaper articles and by issues raised in interviews with others. 
These were supplemented by topics that related to the interviewee's specific areas of influence 
and expertise. To establish diis procedure I followed Burgess' lead: 
Before each interview began I explained that 1 had an 'agenda' of topics that I wanted to 
cover. However, I indicated that there was no requirement for us to cover all my topics 
and themes ... nor to cover these topics in a particular order. I indicated that I would like 
to tape-record the interviews so that I would have an accurate account of what they had to 
say. (Burgess, 1984, p. 107) 
Audiotape-recording the interview not only assisted with securing an accurate textual record but 
also in focussing attention on the conversation rather than its recording and in this way assisted 
in establishing rapport. Largely relieved of having to produce a written record during the 
interview, I was able to concentrate on conversing with interviewees as an interested and active 
listener, showing understanding and sympathetically engaging in the ideas and issues that were 
raised. Indeed, I was aware that I was unlikely to receive a detailed response from, or even 
gain access to, interviewees, given their vocalities within the state, unless I demonsttated that I 
was organised and that I possessed a more than cursory knowledge of the social situations in 
which they were involved. These issues of appropriate interview behaviour are taken up more 
fully below in the discussion of research ethics. 
The interviews varied in length from one hour to three hours, although more generally they 
spanned a ninety minute period, and produced a total of 40 hours of audiotape. Each tape-
recording was transcribed in full and the resulting transcript forwarded to the respective 
interviewee for consideration of its faimess, accuracy and relevance. For various reasons, 
most interviewees were willing to be involved in this way. As one interviewee commented: 
My brain's in a different place now and I haven't coherentiy thought about these things 
for some time. So I suspect what's going to be on this tape will not be very useful and 
that I'm going to have to write it a little bit when I get it - the transcript; put it into 
sentences that acttially have stmcmre. (Kelly, CIA, p. 508) 
Such opportunity to participate in the constmction of transcripts not only invited interviewees to 
make alterations and adjust the 'grammar' of their comments - not simply a technical exercise of 
translating speech to the written word - but also to indicate which sections they regarded as 
confidential; the latter either to be completely deleted or for authorship to be withheld when 
reporting the research and publishing the ttanscripts. A Transcript Release Form (see Appendix 
G) accompanied the transcript, which interviewees signed and retumed with any alterations. 
The transcripts, rather than the audiotapes, then became the principal source of data for the 
purposes of analysis. 
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While my principal interest in conducting the interviews was to produce data in the form of 
these ttanscripts, I was aware that as a researcher my foray into these policy arenas could not be 
considered totally unobtmsive. That is, although during the interviews I did not directiy engage 
in advocating a particular 'policy line', the questions that I asked and the discussions I 
participated in were reflections of my personal interest and theoretical resources. The extent to 
which these were and will become influential within the policy environment remains uncertain. 
Nevertheless, the interview did provide a forum in which certain events and ideas were 
attributed importance over others, whether by myself or by those 1 interviewed. Indeed, the 
interviews (and the perusal of their transcripts) provided a reflective moment for interviewees 
and afforded them opportunities for changed or renewed action. One respondent whom I 
interviewed twice and who, between interviews, wrote and had published a national newspaper 
article on issues pertaining to the interests of the research, provided some insight into this 
aspect of the interview process. Reflecting on his article's origins, he commented that: 
1 wrote it, actually, in the week after seeing you. So, I mean, I was obviously thinking 
about it whenever 1 saw you ... obviously some things may have come together in our 
interaction ... you may well have had a kind of catalytic effect on that, but it was going to 
come anyway. (Wilson, AUA, pp. 262-263) 
Adjusted ttanscripts were subsequentiy retumed to interviewees and a full collection of these -
except those sections designated as confidential - appear in the Companion Volume of 
Interviews. This companion volume is arranged in four parts, according to the interviewee 
categorisation indicated above, and is ordered alphabetically within each part. Recorded on the 
top outside comer of each transcript page is the interviewees sumame, their categorisation and 
the page number. These are the same details used within this volume when referencing 
interviewee comments and allow the reader to consult the original source to assess the extract's 
accuracy and its meaning within its original social-historical context. Such attention to detail is 
not just an issue of research technique but also of ethics; a consideration retumed to below. In 
addition, the complete set of transcripts themselves provide a significant contribution to the 
research field. As one interviewee commented: 
I'll be very interested to see what other people say regarding the recent history of 
Queensland, because even though you talk to people all the time, you don't ever get them 
reflecting in these ways about it. (Kelly, CIA, p. 508) 
Analysis of the transcripts followed Thompson's 'depth-interpretive' approach to discourse 
analysis, described above, and was informed by theoretical concepts highlighted in Chapters 2, 
3 and 4. In particular, the analysis was directed towards identifying Australia's diversified-
entry settiement, the strategies that established its parameters and those that negotiated its 
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particulars. As described above, these three broad interests were framed by the dispositions of 
historicism, archaeology and genealogy. The management of such analysis - which followed 
the transcription of the interviews into text and their confirmation with interviewees - was 
initially engaged through the use of a computer program titled Non-numerical Unstructured 
Data Indexing Searching and Theorising (NUDIST) (QSR, 1995) which is designed 
specifically for such purposes. In brief, this software allowed me to electtonicaUy code and 
index the interview transcripts in much the same way that Delamont describes the manual 
process: 
There are three main ways to proceed. Multiple codings can be attached to one version of 
the data [read 'transcript'] with coloured pens, highlighting, symbols, or thin slips of 
coloured paper sellotaped to the text sticking out over the edge. Alternatively, multiple 
copies of the data can be made, and physically cut up. Then everything relating to a 
particular category is filed together (in a box, ringbinder or old envelope) labelled with 
that code. Thirdly, the data can be indexed, and the codings recorded on cards or slips of 
paper. That method leaves the data untouched except for page and line numbers. 
(Delamont, 1992, p. 154) 
The advantages of doing this electtonicaUy were not only that I could efficientiy and effectively 
recall large and selective amounts of data drawn from various transcripts, but also that these 
coding and indexing systems could be freely modified and replaced as the theoretical 
understandings of the research developed and responded to its data. Indeed, in the initial stages 
the analysis produced categories of data which were predominantiy descriptive. Over time 
these became more analytical and the technology enabled their adjustment to be negotiated with 
relative ease. NUDIST also allowed for the management of data categories (and the data they 
represented) in a way that promoted the development and adjustinent of relationships amongst 
them; relationships reflected in the subsequent headings and sub-headings of Chapters 7 and 8. 
However, the reorganisation and reduction of data that resulted in the development of these 
themes (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983, p. 167) was not completely achieved through 
electtonic means. For example, NUDIST was not able to choose between portions of text with 
similar meanings, to identify which portions most succinctiy conveyed the meanings of the 
category and warranted representation within the research. What NUDIST did do was provide 
large portions of data drawn from all transcripts and organise these under various categories. 
The selection of particular text from within these categories and their ordering within the 
research account were handled manually. As indicated, the outcomes of this process are 
represented in Chapters 7 and 8. Extensive quotations from the transcripts are used in these 
Chapters in ways that are both descriptive and analytical of higher education entry policy 
production in Australia and provide insight into the strategies used by policy actors to establish 
and negotiate policy settlements. Some interview text also appears in this Chapter and in 
Chapter 5: Critical research in policy sociology 
722 
Chapter 6 to illusttate issues argued within them. 
5.4.2 Documents: supportive sources of data 
While data for the research were principally drawn from interviews - rendered documentary 
through their recording and transcription - they also included documents of a more supportive 
and public nature: primary documents such as govemment policy texts; departmental records 
and reports; meeting minutes of quasi-bureaucratic bodies; govemment commissioned research; 
newspaper articles; media releases; and secondary documents that included a wide range of 
academic literamre and research pertaining to issues of Australian higher education entry, 
particularly after 1987 but also during the post-war years more generally. These sources are 
largely qualitative, although 'quantitative data as a way of both indexing practices and 
characterising the distribution and extent of particular material circumstances' (Simon & Dippo, 
1986, p. 198) were also utilised. 
In keeping with history's appeal to publicly available evidence (Stenhouse, 1978), much of this 
material is available in the public domain but not all is publicly known or easily accessible. 
Indeed, my knowledge of and access to some of it was facilitated through my contact with 
interviewees. In this respect, these documents were largely 'accessible on the same terms to the 
reader as to the writer' (Stenhouse, 1978, p. 25) and have become even more public through 
their identification by this research which has enabled the reader to enter into the writer's critical 
discussion. This is also die case with respect to the interviews, the principal source of data for 
this research, which appear in their entirety in the companion volume to this thesis. The 
exception to the public availability of documentation consulted by this research are the private 
materials supplied by particular individuals. Professor Viviani, for example, supplied early and 
annotated drafts of her 1990 review, while other interviewees were able to disclose (but not 
release) relevant cortespondence between Ministers and consult their diaries to supply dates of 
private meetings held some years earlier. However, this additional documentary evidence was 
not used as a primary source of data. Rather, it served to highlight and support what was 
already publicly documented and known. 
Apart from the public documents produced by Australian govemments and their bureaucracies, 
two main sites of document collection related to the research are worth mentioning. The first of 
these are the archives of the University of Queensland, established by Professor Wdson shortly 
after his appointment as Vice-Chancellor to the University, complemented by Professor 
Wilson's personal files pertaining to higher education entry issues. This site enabled the 
retrieval of documents such as the minutes from Senate and Academic Board meetings of the 
University as well as minutes from extemal bodies and letters to and from Ministers for 
Education. Extensive material was obtained from this site and those who managed these files 
were highly cooperative, even to the point of seeking permission from extemal bodies to release 
certain documentation. The other major site from which documentary evidence was obtained 
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was the hbrary and archived fdes of the Austtahan Vice-ChanceUors Committee (AVCC) in 
Canberta. Again, die AVCC Secretariat was exttemely helpful m allowmg access to these 
documents which included the minutes of AVCC meetings, records of correspondence, reports, 
media releases, and govemment documents; die Secretariat permittmg then replication and 
supplying material where multiple copies were held. 
The analysis of this documentary evidence also followed Thompson's method of interpreting 
meanings from texts, although die research did not utihse NUDIST in die management of this 
data, as it did the interviews, even though NUDIST allows for such management. Rather, die 
material was coded and indexed manually according to diemes which arose from interactions 
between the research data and dieory; diemes evident m die tities and sub-tides of Chapter 6. 
Given the prospect of blunt pohcy theory (Ball, 1990) discussed in Chapter 1, this coding and 
indexing were interested in drawing widely from dieoretical sources to develop a theory of 
pohcy production diat might serve to provide die study's documentary evidence with cogent 
explanation. To this end, the analysis drew on a range of academic disciplines, social dieories 
and research hterature (discussed m Chapters 2, 3 and 4), particularly as diese mformed 
understandings of policy, pohcy production, and die nature of die state. This hterature itself 
was managed through the use of a computer software package titled EndNote (N&A, 1995) to 
the extent diat it produced bibliographical references and listings throughout this volume. 
Such analysis was neither theory nor data driven but sought to promote a reflexivity within and 
between them, informed by die view that: 
... data must be allowed to generate propositions in a dialectical maimer diat permits use 
of a priori dieoretical frameworks, but which keeps a particular framework from 
becoming the container mto which the data must be poured. (Lather, 1986, p. 267) 
This commitment to reflexivity had a significant influence on die representation of documentary 
evidence storied in Chapter 6. At one level, die dieoretical auns of die Chapter are pursued 
through proposing a framework which represents pohcies as produced within 'temporary 
settiements'. Drawing on relevant documentation, this framework 'neatly' produces evidence 
of a shift from a 'qualified-entry' settiement m Austtalian higher education to a more 
'diversified-entiry' artangement. However, what such theory does not fully explain is diat even 
though diere is evidence of this shift, there are also reasons to suspect die continuance of 
several ttaditional aspects of past entiy artangements. Li attempting to give voice to this 
'questioning' of theory by documents coUected by the research. Chapter 6 introduces 'new' 
dieoretical tools, in die form of Tumer's (1971) two ideal-typical modes of upward social 
mobihty, which seek to give explanation to data which did not conform to the pohcy shift from 
quahfied to diversified entiy; explanation diat identifies die retention of sponsorship in die 
Austtalian higher education entiy equation, sometimes even utihsed for egalitarian ends. 
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In researching in this way I sought not to take for granted the analytic tools at the disposal of 
the policy sociologist which otherwise might lead to 'the generation of simplistic, inappropriate, 
and mundane categories' (Thomas, 1983, p. 486). Rather, I was concemed to question the 
logic of the theory itself, to be aware of its limitations in explanation and, in particular, to be 
wary of theory that freely separates the social world into two opposing 'hemispheres'. In 
short, my analysis of documents aimed at what Thomas terms 'a sensitivity to research 
ethnocentrism' and an understanding that 'making sense of the world is itself a social act' 
(1983, p. 486, emphasis original). 
5.5 ETHICS: A RELATIONAL AND ECOLOGICAL MORALITY 
At another level, principled practice implores researchers engaged in critical case study to 
recognise their 'moral obligation to see not only that it does good, but also that it is ethically 
done' (Soltis, 1989, p. 129). That is, critical researchers need to be concemed with researcher-
researched relations and, in particular, to account for their often unequal patteming. Schwandt 
(1989) and Hinders (1992), amongst others, suggest that such ethical concems are a frequentiy 
forgotten part of qualitative research design, even if they are implicitiy 'understood'. However, 
enunciating outsider-insider relations (Elliott, 1988) is a particulariy important issue for critical 
case smdies which seek ideological disclosure, including those which solicit their primary data 
from interviews with policy elites. Recognising the distinctive researcher-researched relations 
with elite informants, Hakim notes that: 
... such interviews often require the interviewer to demonstrate a good deal of prior 
knowledge of the subject, to tteat the interviewee as an informant as well as a respondent, 
to display sensitivity to the fact that views offered by organisational and other role-
holders may not be coterminous with their private opinions, and [to recognise that] the 
discussion takes place on a basis of equality (or even of researcher inferiority). (Hakim, 
1987, pp. 73-74) 
Certainly, the case study interviews described above were of this calibre. For example, one 
participant before agreeing to be interviewed insisted that I read a particular joumal article he 
regarded as related to the study, another informed me of his numerous involvements as an 
informant in studies of this kind, and a potential third declined an interview after his superior's 
insti^ction that 'there would be a corporate response to this' (Name withheld). Further, while I 
tried to establish a relaxed and yet purposeful conversation with interviewees - endeavouring to 
present myself as informed but unthreatening and generally being received with courtesy (see 
Ozga & Gewirtz, 1994) - the encounters were on far from neutral grounds. That is, their 
material and social circumstances - which predominantiy involved the interviewees' office but 
also hotel rooms and lobbies, airport lounges and homes - were structured in a way that 
predetermined researcher-researched relations, often positioning the researcher with fewer 
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resources of influence. For example, almost all agreements for interview were gained after first 
passing through a 'screen' of secretaries, whilst some were brokered on my behalf by other 
interviewees. In addition, several interview appointments required passage through security 
checks and 'collection' by interviewees or their representatives. My attempts at ethical research 
were, therefore, necessarily circumscribed by broader social-historical relations. As Flinders 
notes: 
... regardless of our individual actions or intentions ... the researcher-participant 
relationship is largely defined (long before we begin the study) by our respective roles, 
status differences, cultural norms, and the very language that makes communication 
possible in the first place ... To put this another way, we can hardly approach our work 
as if it was a blank canvas. (Hinders, 1992, p. 110) 
However, while they enjoyed significant resources to colour the conversational canvas, it 
would be wrong to assume that the policy actors in this study were not vulnerable to 
exploitation or misrepresentation within the research as a whole (cf Ozga & Gewirtz, 1994). 
Transported to other contexts of representation and interpretation (such as within this volume) 
their words potentially became far more open to alternative meanings and use, although 
continued interviewee influence over these meanings and contexts should not be regarded as 
completely diminished. It is in recognition of these contests that I endeavoured to dialectically 
pursue a 'relational' and 'ecological' ethics (Flinders, 1992). That is, cognisant of the 
situational and cultural assumptions of social interaction that pre-define researcher-researched 
relations, the different patterns of outsider-insider attachment with those cultural 
understandings, and the necessarily partial control over research outcomes by interviewees and 
interviewers alike, my ethical regard for others involved a moral (rather than a legal) 
commitment to collaboration, avoidance of imposition and confirmation. 
Collaboration, the first of these ethical principles, 'honours the trust on which the researcher's 
access to information is predicated and out of which develops a sense of collaborative labour' 
(Hinders, 1992, p. 107). Negotiating access, then, becomes more than just informing potential 
interviewees about to what they are agreeing. Importantiy, an invitation to collaboration 
involves genuine dialogue guided by an open agenda: opportunity to peruse and adjust 
transcripts, to designate some information as confidential, to withdraw from the study at any 
stage and to receive feedback either through viewing the final report, receiving a summary, or 
through personal contact with the researcher. The importance of collaboration, of respecting 
confidentialities and developing tmst in the process of securing information, is well illusttated 
in the following comments made by one interviewee: 
X is still alive and in a job and X's position is under threat. I'm not going to be saying, 
you know, X made this concession and X made this deal, if it's going to come out in 
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Similarly, avoidance of imposition in the collection of data involves more than just minimising 
potential risks for interviewees, such as psychological stress or damage to personal, 
professional and public reputations. More than a reference to standards, it is a principle guided 
by the quality and character of researcher-researched relations and can often go beyond agreed 
'mles of conduct' negotiated as part of access. Certainly, extended interviews and the pemsal 
of interview transcripts constitutes an imposition on the lives of interviewees, to which they 
have already agreed. Yet, sensitivity is still required in how far the researcher can labour an 
issue during interview and in how soon and often one can remind interviewees about the remm 
of adjusted transcripts. And the imposition of participation can seem at its greatest when 
interviewees feel compelled to withdraw their consent. One interviewee who chose this course 
of action - or at least agreed for the interview transcript to be used but refused to endorse or 
modify it - was at another level responding to criticism encountered regarding his professional 
performance in other contexts. While labelling his transcript as 'completely false' and using 
this to justify a reduced level of participation, his wididrawal 'illusttates how the individual self 
[and the researcher-researched relationship] is entangled with (and is part of) a larger system' 
(Hinders, 1992, p. 109). 
Confirmation, a third ethical principle of critical case smdy, 'asks that we attribute to others the 
best possible motives consistent with our understanding of the relevant "facts"' (Hinders, 
1992, p. 107). This is not an impartial 'fair-mindedness' but the 'special treatment' we might 
afford those for whom we have regard. It can motivate the management of records, 
maintaining detailed accounts of names and contact in order to knowledgably communicate with 
participants and ascribe them importance. It can also inform the representation of interviewees 
within research reports to the extent that confidentiality is maintained, even when waived, 
where this is seen as not adding significandy to meanings and where disclosure may jeopardise 
their personal and professional relations. The dissemination of interim and progressive 
research reports amongst interviewees is also an area for confirmational ethics; not an 
unconditional acceptance of interviewee responses but a sympathetic consideration in the 
context of broader understandings. Towards these ends and as part of the research, an eariy 
draft of Chapter 6 was distributed to all interviewees for reaction and comment (see Appendix 
H.l). Several appreciated being kept informed while others found die Chapter 'very interesting 
and disseminated it widely' (Mortow, CIA) or 'read it with great interest and ... thought it was 
a very good paper conceptually' (Milligan, BPA). A draft of the architecmral chart pocketed at 
the end of this volume was also circulated amongst interviewees for their pemsal and comment 
(see Appendix H.2). 
5.6 CONCLUSION 
This Chapter has argued for a critical orientation to policy research as one way to approach the 
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dilemmas of coherence and complexity in the production of Australian higher education entry 
policy; first, by recognising the theoretical construction of much opposition within social 
experience and, second, by attempting to re-articulate these oppositions in dialectical ways. 
This has called for considerable reflexivity and much theoretical and methodological 'self-
appraisal' (Troyna, 1994b), but as Dale reminds us, 'we should be conscious of what we are 
doing, of what we are including and excluding and why, and of what our assumptions are, 
when we are seeking to understand and solve the problems of education policy' (1994, p. 40). 
Drawing attention to the 'critical' in critical research, Bourdieu notes that, 'the most "empirical" 
technical choices cannot be disentangled from the most "theoretical" choices in the constmction 
of the object' (1992, p. 225) of research. In short, critical research is at heart dialectical and: 
The deconstmctive-reconstructive process which is at the heart of dialectical analysis 
involves a constant shuttling backwards and forwards between abstract concept and 
concrete data; between social totalities and particular phenomena; between current 
stmctures and historical development; between surface appearance and essence; between 
reflection and practice. (Harvey, 1990, p. 29) 
Grounded in this critical approach, this research of the production of Australian higher 
education entry policy employed a case study method, informed by quasi-historical and 
discursive frames of reference, to guide its production, analysis and storying of research data 
which were derived from semi-structured interviews and documents and moderated by a 
relational and ecological ethics. What follows are three Chapters which represent the analysis 
of this data informed by these methodological boundaries. Specifically, as outiined above. 
Chapters 7 and 8 respectively provide an archaeology of the strategies employed in establishing 
settlement parameters and a genealogy of strategies in the negotiation of settlement particulars, 
as these are evidenced in the production of Austtalian higher education entiy policy. These are 
preceded by Chapter 6 which historicises a policy shift which accompanied the movement from 
a qualified-entry settlement to a diversified-entry settlement within Austtalian higher education 
during the period 1987 to 1996. It is to this account that the thesis now tums. 
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ENTRY SETTLEMENTS 
IN AUSTRALIAN HIGHER EDUCATION 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
Significant changes to higher education entry in Australia occurted in the period 1987 to 1996, 
many of which were signalled within the policy statements on higher education (1987a; 1988) 
inttoduced by John Dawkins when he was the Federal Minister for Employment, Education and 
Training. Among a number of outcomes, the period wimessed increases (from elite to mass, 
see Trow, 1974) in the provision of higher education as well as variations in the criteria used to 
grant access to some students over others. Drawing on the notion of 'settlement' developed in 
Chapter 4, this Chapter seeks to explain these changes in terms of a crisis in the ttaditional or 
'qualified-entry' settlement in accessing Australian higher education, which led to its resettling 
around a more 'diversified-entry' arrangement. 
This periodisation of higher education entry policy, its 'naming', seeks to provide a systematic 
account of selected past events; initially through their analytical separation from present events 
and from those that do not contribute to an understanding of 'entry', but also through their 
subsequent 'division' into distinctive historical epochs. What is envisaged, however, is not a 
simple history that narrates a picture of 'totality' widiout regard for the constmction of its own 
account. Rather, the intention is an historicity of higher education entry policy, a critical 
examination of the data that is concemed not just with an episode in the history of ideas but 
also, and more cmcially, with critical sociological questions about who benefits from particular 
university entrance arrangements; broad interests introduced in Chapter 1. In short, like 
Foucault's analysis of Kant's essay on the French Revolution (Schmidt & Wartenberg, 1994, 
p. 295), the Chapter is interested in answering questions of 'entry' which might not always be 
the technical issues readers typically associate with such subject matter. 
A further and related point of analysis within the Chapter - which draws on understandings of 
the distribution of life chances as related to the education individuals receive (Young, 1971) -
concems universities as facilitators of upward social mobility, and investigates differing modes 
of mobility favoured by 'qualified' and 'diversified' settlements regarding university access. 
Drawing on Tumer's (1971) two ideal-typical normative pattems of upward mobility, the 
Chapter proposes that in settling the crisis of qualified entry, the organising logic of a 
diversified entry to Australian higher education was mobilised through the discourses of 
'contest' (faimess in competition) more than 'sponsorship' (selection by association), although 
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die latter might have been just better 'hidden'. Indeed, die contention here, informed by 
Hopper's (1971) analysis, is that student mobdity within the Austtahan education system 
shows evidence of both the British and American systems which are characterised by Turner 
(1971) as respectively organised according to 'sponsorship' and 'contest'. 
The Chapter begins by portraying die 'qualified-entry' settiement m Austtahan higher 
education, and its attendant crises, that dominated the first three-quarters of the twentieth 
century. It then detads die formation of a 'diversified-entry' settlement, giving regard to four 
forms of higher education access: increased, targeted, open, and displaced. Evidence for diese 
two settiements and for die shift from one to another, is primarily drawn from 'official' 
documents - govemment pohcy texts, departmental records and reports, commissioned 
research, media releases, and minutes of meetmgs - but also from newspaper articles and 
relevant academic hterature. Occasionally, these sources are supplemented with reference to 
interviews conducted with pohcy actors involved in the production of higher education entry 
pohcy in Austtalia during the 1987 to 1996 period. 
6.2 QUALIFIED ENTRY 
The ttaditional settiement in accessing higher education was established in Austtaha in die mid 
to late 1800s. Influenced by the written examinations movement of die time, Austtahans who 
sought university entry were furst requked to successfully complete public examinations written 
and admmistered by dieh chosen university. Initially, these were avadable only from 
universities such as Oxford and Cambridge but progressively die Universities of Sydney, 
Melbourne and, later, other Austtalian universities (under the legislation of then respective State 
govemments) also began to offer then own pubhc exammations. Universities placed few, if 
any, restrictions on smdent ehgibdity for examination. However, given die growing stams of 
these public examinations as a social and occupational credential and in response to dien use by 
universities to determine entry, secondary grammar (private) schools and, later, govemment 
(public) secondary schools dnected their energies towards preparing smdents for such academic 
examination. Whde die constiiiction and admmisttation of public examinations were later 
subsumed by individual State Departments of Education or Boards of Secondary School 
Suidies, universities generaUy continued to exercise influence over dieir content (Gale, 1994c) 
and continued to use them to distinguish between university apphcants. 
Specifically, uruversity enttance determmations in many Austtahan States rehed on this 
examination of smdents m five academic subjects (mcluding English), generally smdied m die 
final year of secondary school. Matiiculation into university was granted to those who not ordy 
achieved passes m these five subjects but who also satisfied die prerequisites of diek chosen 
faculty. In response to the latter, many private and several pubhc secondary schools engaged in 
die practice of offering a restticted choice of six subjects to dieh students; die successful 
completion of which satisfied die prerequisites of every faculty, guaranteemg matriculation. 
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Clearly, the relationship between universities and secondary schools was such that many 
regarded the academic curriculum and pedagogy of secondary education as a necessary 
preparation for students who sought university entry; a position still held by many. As 
Schonell, a University of Queensland Vice-Chancellor, proclaimed: 
... teaching, leaming and examining in the university have reference to teaching, leaming 
and examining in the secondary school - to which teaching methods, study techniques, 
syllabus and the attitudes and habits which it fosters in its pupils. (Schonell, Roe & 
Meddleton, 1962, p. 210) 
Yet while secondary schooling of the eariy to mid 1900s might have been directed towards 
success at public examination, this is not to suggest that all who attended secondary school or 
attempted their examinations chose to do so in order to enter university. Many went on to 
teachers' colleges, others to work in the public service or in management positions in business, 
with only some acquiring degrees or diplomas from a university along the way (Campbell, 
1995). Nevertheless, the curricula students studied and the examinations they sat were 
overwhelmingly academic in orientation; the 'result of the colonization of schools by higher 
education' (Taylor & Henry, 1994, p. 110) achieved as part of the class compromise of the 
1920s (Seddon, 1992-93). Within this relationship between university and secondary 
schooling, 'merit, upward mobility and entry into the white collar jobs and the professions 
were the strongest goals' (Campbell, 1995, p. 59). However, this was not the 'culmral and 
democratic mission for modem youth' (Campbell, 1995, p. 58) that it was sometimes claimed. 
Rather, 'the prescription was for the training of an elite' (Campbell, 1995, p. 58), with entry 
and progression restricted by resources and frequent examinations; the latter also used to award 
scholarships to finance those few students of high academic merit but low socio-economic 
status. 
As Campbell suggests, 'such procedures were a means of excluding the majority of youth from 
the upper mngs of "the educational ladder'" (1995, p. 58); a ladder that for many appeared to 
be missing a number of mngs. Taylor and Henry similariy conclude that: 
... despite the rhetoric, secondary schooling in Australia has never been truly 
comprehensive - it has continued in general to meet the needs of 'academically inclined' 
students continuing on to university rather than providing a 'mass' secondary education 
... Secondary schools selected and allocated students for university enttance or for the job 
market through their streaming and assessment processes and the fact that secondary 
schools remained to a significant extent elitist was not a major concem to politicians or 
policy makers. (Taylor & Henry, 1994, p. 107) 
With some reservations (see Hopper, 1971), it was a settlement that displayed a number of 
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sundarities to that evidenced m Britain, in which die 'eleven-plus' examinations diat regulated 
admission to the grammar and modem comprehensive schools ensured that selection was 
'relatively complete before enttance to university' (Tumer, 1971, p. 84). Ralph Tumer 
describes such settlements as characterised by sponsorship, in which 'upward mobihty is hke 
entry into a private club where each candidate must be "sponsored" by one or more of the 
members' (1971, p. 72). Under such artangements, selection for membership of society's ehte 
tends to be completed early in hfe and on the basis of cultural privdege, that is 'skills diat 
require the trained discrimination of the elite for then recognition' (Tumer, 1971, p. 75). 
Sponsorship, as an orgarusing norm of the ttaditional settiement in accessing Austtalian higher 
education, evoked a particular form of quahfied entry. At one level, entry quahfications 
involved die successful completion of academic examination, whedier conducted by universities 
or later by diek school affihates. It was also a settiement diat allowed govemments and 
universities at the time to claim an 'open-door' pohcy widi respect to accessing higher 
education, since all could submit for examination and all who passed and sought entiy were 
admitted. The latter was disrapted, aldiough minunaUy at first, with die more widespread use 
of faculty quotas mttoduced m die late 1960s and early 1970s and when quahfied apphcants 
began to exceed avadable resources and places (discussed more fully below). In such 
chcumstances entry was granted to those whose qualification levels matched die number of 
places made avadable; in effect, adding avadabdity to die quahfied entiy equation, akeady 
characterised by academic merit and aspiration (see Appendix I). Later, in some States, 
university enttance 'scores' and faculty quotas also served to redefine merit, requuing 
apphcants to be academicaUy prepared, but not necessarily successful (m terms of passes) for 
die purposes of being considered for entry. That is, ehgibihty rankmgs were secured by all 
who participated in the requked academic subjects. 
However, quahfied entiy ran deeper than just rewarding those who were able to satisfy 
academic requkements. It also involved die 'early selection of only die number of persons 
necessary to fdl anticipated vacancies in die elite' (Tumer, 1971, p. 75), justified on die basis 
of making 'best use of die talents m society by sorting persons into diek proper niches' 
(Tumer, 1971, p. 74). Those 'sorted' mto senior secondary schooling usually possessed 
requisite amounts of the requked cultural capital and gained further access to die cultural capital 
privdeged by university enttance examinations and to the social goods diat success in such 
examinations afforded. Odiers were selected for apprenticeships, 'the closed shop of skdled 
work' (Seddon, 1992-93, p. 7), whde those allocated 'lower levels of recognised negotiable 
occupational competencies' (Freeland, 1991, p. 17) generaUy suffered lower levels of kicome 
and greater risk of being unemployed or having less security in thek employment. 
6.3 THE TRADITIONAL SETTLEMENT IN CRISIS 
Challenges to sponsorship of die ehte into university emerged amongst increasing secondary 
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school enrolments and retention rates, beginning in the 1960s but escalating most dramatically 
over the 1980s. Specifically, retention rates for students who stayed on at school to complete 
Year 12 more than doubled across this latter period, from 34.8% in 1981 to 71.3% in 1991 
(DEET, 1993a, p. 199), while Australian Education Council (1991) future projections (in the 
Finn Report) were of near universal retention (90% - 95%). Generally, such increases were 
influenced by the social and economic reform agendas of govemments and education systems, 
evidenced in policies such as those of the late 1950s and eariy 1960s that included the elevation 
of the latter primary school years to the secondary school and the raising of the minimum 
school leaving age. However, most significant were the incentives for students to remain at 
school in the wake of the collapse of the teenage labour market during the 1980s. To 
summarise: 
In the mid 1960s, neariy 60 per cent of 15 to 19 year olds had full time jobs and under a 
quarter completed a full secondary education. Today, less than one in five teenagers 
holds a full time job but more than three-quarters now complete secondary school. 
(Keating, 1994, p. 89) 
At another level, rising retention rates over this period can be explained as sparked by the 
affluence engendered in the post-war and westem economic boom and then fuelled by its 
subsequent demise. Such events witnessed growth in the numbers of job seekers, more 
occupations that required advanced skills and increasing levels of credentials required to secure 
employment. As indicated, the effect of such change on the lives of Australian youth was most 
intense given that 'teenagers in particular are disadvantaged in competing for newly created jobs 
because of their lack of experience, skills and qualifications' (Keating, 1994, p. 89). And, 
those who now leave before completing Year 12 - generally those who come from the most 
disadvantaged families - are more disadvantaged than ever before (see Marginson, 1995). 
Indeed, 'for many [eariy] exit students, the post-school scene is a wild and chaotic one, with a 
confusing pattem of choices (or lack of choice) and little discemible institutional support' 
(Dwyer, 1995a, p. 269). 
However, despite these developments and the social democratic pressure (that accompanied 
mass retention) for 'a secondary education for all', little inroad was made into the 'meritocratic 
missions' of most secondary schools (Campbell, 1995, p. 68). These schools continued to 
offer a 'narrowly elitist ttaditional academic curriculum ... [conceding only] multiple add-ons 
for the "not so bright"' (Freeland, 1992, p. 85). In general, 'the relevance of secondary 
education was difficult to prove for social groups other than the old professions or growing 
new middle class' (Campbell, 1995, p. 59). With similarities within other Australian States: 
Almost from their inception Queensland secondary schools have maintained a goal of 
preparing their students for university study. As students with different abilities and 
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ambitions have entered secondary schooling, this goal has been chaUenged and other 
educational goals have been adopted. Although these have, in some measure, been in 
conflict with university determined curriculum, the lure of university study continues to 
drive [secondary school] subject selection, development and assessment, particularly at 
the upper level. (Gale, 1994c, p. 48) 
One consequence of this growing number of secondary school graduates educated through an 
academic and university orientated curriculum - not matched by similar increases in university 
offerings - was a 'bottie-neck' of students with university aspkations who fed short of the 
rising level of required quahfications. Attempts to resolve this 'unmet demand' (Rayner & 
Whittaker, 1985), a term fnst coined in a report commissioned by the Commonwealth Tertiary 
Education Commission ki 1985, had historicaUy taken several forms. As early as 1942 die 
Curtin Federal Labor Govemment estabhshed a Commonwealth Scholarship Scheme to support 
uruversity smdents in specific courses that were deemed necessary for the war effort. Later, 
these were reorganised under the Commonwealdi Reconstmction Training Scheme to help ex-
service personnel gain entry into Austtahan universities, and then, under the Menzies Federal 
Coalition Government, were made avadable more generally, aldiough stiU awarded on die basis 
of high academic performance. 
Increased federal funding during die 1950s and 1960s also witnessed an expansion in die 
number of universities and the establishment of Colleges of Advanced Education (CAEs), with 
a corresponding growth in courses and students to meet the demand for 'human capital' in post-
war Austtaha; 'perceived as essential to projected industrial, economic and social recovery' 
(Bardett & Rowan, 1994, p. 24). Then m 1974 die Whitiam Federal Labor Govemment, in 
agreement with the States, assumed total fmancial responsibihty for Austtalian higher education 
(both universities and CAEs), abolished student tuition fees and inttoduced a means-tested 
allowance for those tertiary students of low socio-economic stams. However, beyond this and 
particularly from the late 1970s and through die 1980s - die years of most dramatic growth hi 
secondary school retention rates - attempts to resolve the 'bottle-neck' of sttidents qualifying for 
and seeking university entry, tended to focus on technical procedures of selection which could 
do httie to kicrease access for students as a whole. In effect, unmet demand had 'changed 
hands' over these years. Where once demand for higher education entry had been a concem of 
govemment and industry, fuelled by a perceived shortage of university graduates, demand for 
higher education was later 'reduced' to the aspirations of university smdents themselves, with 
govemment and industry unwilling or unable to kicrease die supply of university places; a 
change tiiat reflected a broader economic shift in Austtahan fortunes in relation to the global 
economy and its impact on social policy generaUy. 
Such changes are indicative of what Offe (1981; 1984) describes as die tensions of the welfare 
state in managing accumulation and legitimation demands within a capitahst economy. Offe 
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suggests that when govemments are faced with such crises they attempt to address them in 
particular ways according to their economic circumstances. That is, in economic good times, 
govemments tend to respond to demands (for example, govemment and industry demands for 
more university graduates) with increased services (in this case, increased numbers of 
university places): the 'conjunctual' policy response. However, in economic hard times, 
govemments tend to respond with 'stmcmral' policies that attempt to divert social demands (for 
increased university places) into areas (such as employment and institutions of technical and 
further education - TAFE) which govemments feel more capable or more willing to deal with. 
For Offe, 'the shift is from policy output and economic demand management to the shaping of 
political input and economic supply - from "state intervention" to "politicization"' (1981, p. 
127). With similar sentiments, Bartlett and Rowan suggest that the Hawke/Keating Federal 
Labor Govemment responses to unmet demand: 
... may be assumed to be economically driven, that is occurring within an Australian 
economic framework of tight, fiscal balancing; or politically driven, where regulation of 
university entrants conttol the supply of professionals for a 'clever country'. (Bartlett & 
Rowan, 1994, p. 26) 
This latter issue conceming stmcmral policy, and its use by the state in meeting social demands 
in times of fiscal restraint, is pursued more fully below with respect to diversified entry 
arrangements for universities and particulariy those access arrangements identified as 
'displaced'. Here, though, it is important to note that despite the social democratic efforts of 
the 1960s and 1970s, largely informed by a conjunctural policy approach, elite sponsorship 
into university remained intact. As several studies of the time reported: 
... higher education in general and universities in particular remain socially elite 
instimtions. The over-representation of students from high socio-economic backgrounds 
has remained constant, at least since 1950, as has the under-representation of those from 
lower socio-economic backgrounds. (Anderson & Vemoon, 1983, p. 170) 
The conclusion of many researchers was that 'the more selective the access to a sector of the 
university system, the lower the percentage of students from lower social strata' (Teichler, 
1983, p. 301). Despite the removal of financial obstacles, it seems that 'other conditions of 
access remained closely linked to ttaditional, meritoric artangements which failed to account for 
the unequal educational treatment of individuals in Australian society' (Gale & McNamee, 
1994, p. 8). Indeed, such attempts (and failures) to secure university entry for students of low 
socio-economic status, served to highlight the less than egalitarian elements of elite sponsorship 
evident within a qualified entry settlement. While the myth of 'fair access' to university 
entrance qualifications may have remained, it had been badly shaken. Students (and their 
parents) were no longer convinced of the validity of their 'sorting' determined purely on 
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academic merit; the prerogative of a senior secondary academic curriculum. More generally, 
they were unhappy about their continued exclusion from high social status and employment 
through the processes associated with senior secondary schooling and university entrance. 
6.4 DIVERSIFIED ENTRY 
In response to growing political pressure and a desire to incorporate issues of 'fair and equal 
access' (Department of Finance and Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, 1989, p. vi) 
within social policy, the Hawke/Keating Federal Labor Govemment moved in the late 1980s to 
dramatically increase the number of places in Australian universities. Such increase was 
couched within a neo-classical approach to economics and a (revisited) desire for human 
capital, in the form of university graduates, to fuel Australia's progress towards the 'clever 
country'; imperatives which were instrumental in the formation of more integrated social and 
economic 'policy packages' of Labor govemments from the mid 1980s. Central to their 
university-access package were the policies of Higher Education: A Policy Statement (Dawkins, 
1988) and A Fair Chance for All: Higher Education That's Within Everyone's Reach (DEET, 
1990), as well as the 'Finn-Carmichael-Mayer policy triad' (Henry & Taylor, 1994) and 
numerous documents and projects on open leaming, credit transfer and the recognition of prior 
leaming (RPL). 
One outcome of this policy package was a change to university access in at least four significant 
ways; partly evidenced in the articulation of multiple pathways of access (see Appendix I) and 
characteristic of a new diversified entry settlement. First, access was increased, through the 
creation of more universities and university places, to include a larger percentage of the 
Austtalian population studying at university; made possible through the injection of more funds 
into the higher education sector (raised through the re-introduction of smdent tuition fees in the 
form of the Higher Education Contribution Scheme - HECS), the abolition of the 
university/college binary system and the creation of a Unified National System (UNS) of 
universities. This increase in places also led to vigorous efforts by institutions to fill their new 
quotas and maintain their increased funding, attempted through a variety of strategies including 
the lowering of students' entry cut-off scores. Second, access by particular social groups, 
'disadvantaged' under previous arrangements, was sponsored through the construction of 
targeted places. This was achieved through 'a mix of regulatory sticks and deregulatory 
carrots' (Henry, 1992, p. 401) designed to 'coerce' (Smart, 1991) and cajole universities to 
develop, amongst other things, student populations that proportionally reflected the social mix 
of their communities at large. Further, those suffering from 'unequal educational treatment' 
and a lack of qualification recognition were also (re)included into the competition for university 
places through the introduction and 'freeing up' of access artangements within mechanisms 
such as open leaming, credit transfer and RPL. 
However, a fourth component of the new diversified entry settlement involved a displacement 
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of access to Austtalian higher education through the reconstmction of 'appropriate' destinations 
for senior secondary school students, traditionally understood as university, as well as a re-
assessment of the 'appropriateness' of those destinations. Such destination-suitability was 
(re)addressed both through the portrayal of TAFE and work destinations as more appealing and 
accessible than they had been and by universities themselves rethinking their curricula and 
course organisation, including the considered introduction of common first years and the 
transfertal of high demand courses to postgraduate stams. While these sttategies can in part be 
attributed to other social and economic issues, such displacement of access to Australian higher 
education served to hide and reinforce the practices of elite sponsorship into university. Each 
of these diversified entry artangements is considered in tum. 
6.4.1 Increased access: more of the same 
Annual statistics published by the Federal Department of Employment, Education and Training 
(DEET) indicate significant increases in higher education enttants from the late 1980s such that, 
in real terms, more individuals in the 1990s had access to Australian universities than ever 
before. For example, higher education student enrolment figures for undergraduate award 
courses in 1983 totalled 287,713 compared with 453,926 in 1993 (DEET - Higher Education 
Division, 1994, p. 7), while commencing figures for undergraduate award courses rose from 
99,820 in 1983 to 152,113 in 1993 (DEET - Higher Education Division, 1994, p. 23). Much 
of this growth occurted from 1988 and DEET forecasts in the eariy 1990s were that over the 
1988 to 1999 period more than 100,000 commencing places would have been created as a 
result of the Dawkins reforms. These increases also seemed to have had a positive impact on 
higher education completion rates for undergraduate award courses, with 90,016 students 
completing their qualifications in 1992 compared with 60,725 completions in 1986 (DEET -
Higher Education Division, 1994, p. 63). Increased access, participation and completion also 
translated favourably into higher percentages of Australians holding university qualifications, 
rising from 3.7% in 1976 to 12% in 1991 and to 14.7% in 1994; the latter figure comparable 
with other OECD countries and regarded by many within DEET, even if not elsewhere, as 'just 
about right' (Gallagher, BPA, p. 310). 
Along with these increases in input, throughput and output, significant changes also occurted at 
a structural level. Prior to 1988, Australia's 71 institutions of higher education were loosely 
related and largely divided between a small apex of universities and a large CAE base. From 
1988 and following a period of amalgamation, rationalisation and expansion, Austtalian higher 
education developed into a UNS of 36 traditional, recent and new universities; a restmcturing 
which contributed, along with increased funding and the Higher Education Contribution 
Scheme (HECS), to a rise in university places. What also occurred as a result of this 
'unification', which has significance for the discussion to follow regarding targeted access, was 
that 'inter-institutional, rather than inter-sectoral, differentiation [became] a feature of post-
binary systems of higher education' (Lingard, Bartlett, Knight, Porter & Rizvi, 1994, p. 3). 
Chapter 6: Entry settlements in Australian higher education 
137 
Widkn the mass provision of universities, several long-estabhshed ones - dubbed die 'Great 
Eight' or the 'Sandstone Seven' after their building facades and claimed prestige, altiiough thek 
inter-kistitutional jockeying' sometimes qualified them as the 'Fickle Five' (Whittleston, BPA, 
p. 420) - attempted to reassert thek research dominance. Here increased access to university 
was called into question by institutions who differentiated the research and teaching on offer 
within die UNS along old binary divides. The suggestion was that aldiough more smdents 
gained access to university, a 'real' university education remained within higher education 
institutions in which teaching was more closely related to research. 
Also of significance, and outlined above, is that these changes within higher education were 
inttoduced in a period dominated by a neo-classical approach to economics which prescribed 
fmancial consttaints for govemments. Certainly the increases in university places required 
increased federal spending, but this was 'contained' to some extent through requkements for 
universities to become more efficient and effective in thek management practices (to do more 
with less), through acquke funding from private sources, and through the re-inttoduction of 
smdent tuition fees, albeit subsidised and potentially deferred, ki the form of the Higher 
Education Contribution Scheme (HECS). Further, the dominant neo-classical economic 
rationale within Austtahan govemance provided a particular 'human capital' justification 
(Marginson, 1993) for increased govemment spending in higher education, namely: 'the larger 
and more diverse is die pool from which we draw our skdled workforce, the greater our 
capacity to take advantage of opportunities as diey emerge' (Dawkins, 1988, p. 7). In Offe's 
(1975) terms, the Govemment adopted a 'productive' pohcy approach to higher education 
provision ki which higher education was expected to contiibute to die processes of capital 
accumulation, not just benefit from it as ki former 'allocative' approaches to the distribution of 
state resources. 
Yet, despite enlarged pools of university enttants achieved as part of a shift m higher education 
provision from ehte (less than fifteen per cent of a given age cohort entering university) to mass 
(between fifteen and durty-five per cent) (Trow, 1974), the impact on ehte sponsorship seemed 
to be minimal. Rather than dismpting previous arrangements, increased access dehvered more 
of die same; reducing die slack of academicaUy quahfied but unsuccessful apphcants (from 
50,000 in 1992, die height of unmet demand, to 23,000 m 1995) but, as argued below, 
dehvering more places for tiiose most hke die ehte to fill. In terms illusttated ki Appendix I, 
such access almost exclusively addressed die ttaditional pathway of school-to-university, being 
primarily focused on die avadabdity of places as die mechanism goveming university entry, 
with university preparation and ehgibdity remainkig largely unchaUenged and unchanged. At 
the same time, increased access proved to be a useful mechanism for the Federal Govemment in 
reducing high youth unemployment through delaying die ttansition to work. 
If there was any dismption to ehte sponsorship it was m terms of which places came to be 
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regarded as 'positional goods' (Hirsch, 1976), rather than in the processes of induction into a 
higher education elite. While general university qualifications retained status over other forms 
of credentialism (Marginson, 1995), high social status and economic prospects were 'devolved 
to certain institutions [of higher education], and to certain professional, honours and 
postgraduate programs within them' (Marginson, 1993, p. 15). And although the demand for 
university places was not fully met, the political focus seemed to progressively shift away from 
increased access and towards issues conceming how the available places should be distributed 
across institutional and State boundaries (notions later challenged by open learning 
technologies) and the sectorial balance amongst universities, TAFE, schools and industry as 
post-compulsory education providers; issues which present few challenges to the social and 
political practices of elite sponsorship. 
6.4.2 Targeted access: new beneficiaries of sponsorship 
Part of the Dawkins agenda for increased access also involved a concem for increasing the 
representation of particular social groups within higher education, particularly those of low 
socio-economic status. Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders, the mrally isolated, people of 
non-English speaking backgrounds, people with disabilities and women seeking entry into 
traditionally male-dominated areas of study. One explanation for their under-representation 
within universities is that these groups, except for women, are under-represented at senior 
secondary levels and, therefore, are unable to present themselves for university entrance; a 
recognition of the sponsored selection process under a qualified entry settlement. This was 
certainly the rationale behind the inttoduction of the Aboriginal Secondary Grants Scheme 
(ABSEG) in 1970 after ABSTUDY (die Aboriginal Study Grants Scheme) stmggled to identify 
Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders in a position to avail themselves of support for higher 
education study. As Abbott-Chapman, Hughes and Wyld suggest: 
It is clearly harder for an institution to increase the proportion of disadvantaged students 
entering higher education if the pool of such students at Year 12 is static or growing 
only relatively slowly, than if a pool of able but disadvantaged students at Year 12 itself 
has substantially grown. (Abbott-Chapman, Hughes & Wyld, 1991, p. 94) 
Such analysis, cognisant of Teichler's (1983) observation above, tends to understand the 
stmctural inequalities of social group representation within universities as treatable through an 
enlarged Year 12 student base (Anderson & Vemoon, 1983) and an expanding higher education 
provision. But while 'contingent equity' (Abbott-Chapman, Hughes & Wyld, 1991) or 
'opening the door a little wider' (Gale & McNamee, 1995) might account for some expanded 
representation of university students from disadvantaged backgrounds, it fails to fully address 
the sorting that schooling and its academic curriculum perform in preparing or selecting some -
those most like the dominant - and not others for university enttance. 
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Rather than rely on the seductive fallacies of contingent equity, the Dawkins policy package 
chose to pursue issues of under-representation in higher education in a more targeted way. 
That is, through the introduction of the Higher Education Equity Program in 1985 and its 
incorporation later within A Fair Chance for All: Higher Education That's Within Everyone's 
Reach (1990), the Hawke/Keating Federal Labor Govemment encouraged and required the 
growth and development across the UNS of access arrangements specifically geared towards 
achieving university student populations that 'reflect more closely the composition of society as 
a whole' (DEET, 1990, p. 8). Specifically, federal govemment targets, set in 1990 for 
achievement by 1995, included such aims as a 50% increase in Aboriginal enrolments, an 
increase in women in engineering courses to 15% of the total student population and their 
increase in other non-traditional courses to 40%. These targets and others were widely adopted 
within Australian higher education such that virtually every Australian university engaged in 
'equity initiatives' aimed at reconfiguring their student populations and increasing access for the 
DEET-defined educationally disadvantaged; practices required of them through the instimtional 
profiling process. 
However, die justification for such change did not rest solely with a social agenda for accessing 
Austtalian higher education. Like the prescription for increased access, targeted access was 
argued within the prevailing economic rationality. While financial matters remained dominant, 
programs aimed at equity in access were established and maintained through the adoption of a 
'logic of multiple pay-offs' (Fitzclarence & Kenway, 1993, p. 93): the reasoning that the 
economy benefits from supporting targeted access as much as individual recipients. This 
incorporation of equity and access within an economic master discourse (Fitzclarence & 
Kenway, 1993; Marginson, 1993) is expressed most cleariy by Dawkins: 
The current barriers to participation (in higher education) of financially and other 
disadvantaged groups limit our capacity to develop the highest skilled workforce possible 
and are a source of economic inefficiency. (Dawkins, 1988, p. 7) 
Within this market-inspired emphasis on efficiency and effectiveness (Offe, 1984, p. 135; 
Marginson, 1993), higher education applied a nartowly conceived 'fixation for targets' (Gale & 
McNamee, 1994) to the issues of proportional representation of social groups. In several 
areas, these access targets were met, with die most significant results achieved in the Aboriginal 
and Tortes Strait Islander target group. While completion rates for this group remained a 
concem, 'since 1987 the annual rate of increase [in enrolments] ... has been around 30 per 
cent' (DEET, 1993a, p. 217), reaching 1.2% of total commencing students in undergraduate 
award courses in 1993 (DEET - Higher Education Division, 1994, p. 86). Such increases 
lifted overall Aboriginal and Tortes Strait Islander participation rates in higher education from 
0.5% of the total university student population in 1987 to 1.0% in 1993 (DEET - Higher 
Education Division, 1994, p. 85). 
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In the mid 1990s, Bardett and Rowan suggested that 'there are now (in percentage terms) more 
women. Aboriginal and Tortes Strait Islanders, working class, disabled and ethnic students 
participating in higher education than ever before' (1994, p. 25), although DEET analysis 
indicates that across these groups, the proportional representation of university students from 
low socio-economic backgrounds increased only marginally and that in some instimtions such 
representation 'seems to have fallen' (DEET, 1993a, p. 226). For example, while there were 
notable increases in the access and participation of Asian-bom Austtalians in higher education, 
this was predominantly confined to those of high socio-economic status {Australian, 26 June, 
1995). In addition to the continued representational imbalance of rich and poor and despite the 
increased access generally of disadvantaged groups, there remained significant 
misrepresentations of rural and remote populations (DEET, 1993a, pp. 209-210), Aborigines 
and Tortes Strait Islanders, and women in engineering and other non-traditional fields (DEET -
Higher Education Division, 1994, p. 15). Further, those target groups who were successful in 
gaining access tended to be represented in courses and instimtions that did not reflect ttaditional 
elite positions. For example, in 1991 Aboriginal students congregated in arts and education 
(accounting for two-thirds of their enrolment) and within five, predominantiy regional, 
institutions (see DEET, 1993a, pp. 218-219). 
In short, there was little in this strategy of targeted access that to any great extent challenged 
elite sponsored mobility in accessing higher education. Indeed, rather than seeking its 
replacement, equity programs actively pursued the selectivity of sponsorship as a means of 
soliciting new beneficiaries. Yet while altemative forms of preparation (bridging courses) and 
eligibility (interviews and tests) were made available to target groups (see Appendix I), these 
were overwhelmingly concemed with 'assimilation of [the] disadvantaged' and 'providing an 
altemative avenue of access to higher education' (Gale & McNamee, 1995), rather than with 
giving recognition to other-than-academic knowledge bases. Further, would-be sponsors 
largely failed to recognise that irrespective of its academic colonisation, 'the higher education 
admissions process is not the most significant filter of equity groups' (Moodie, 1995, p. 9) but 
that broader social and culmral barriers appear as more potent. Reporting on a study of 1994 
and 1995 student applications, offers and enrolments for undergraduate courses in South 
Austtalia, Moodie argues that: 
... the important difference between under and over-represented groups in the higher 
education admissions process is not their success in obtaining offers, but in their 
application rates. The problem is not that members of under-represented groups are poor 
applicants, but that they are so few applicants. (Moodie, 1995, p. 3) 
Such analysis explains university entry in terms of student aspiration linked to social group 
membership. The argument proceeds that, cognisant of their particular social niche, 'members 
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of under-represented groups observe the under-representation of other members of their group 
and this reduces their aspirations [for university entry] accordingly' (Moodie, 1995, p. 9). A 
complementary argument, espoused by Williams, Long, Carpenter and Hayden (1993) in their 
study of the transition of Australian Year 12 graduates into higher education, identifies 'the 
advantaged social origins of students' as significant in explaining the over-representation within 
universities of ttaditionally dominant social groups. Noting the important membership qualities 
of high levels of parental status, wealth, moral support and, in particular, education, Williams 
and his colleagues observe that 'in 1989 more than 70 per cent of those graduating from 
independent secondary schools entered higher education. The rate for govemment schools was 
a little less than 40 per cent' (Williams, Long, Carpenter & Hayden, 1993, p. 99). 
Certainly the 'success' of targeted access artangements was the greater sponsorship into 
university of individuals from under-represented social groups. These achievements should not 
be under-stated nor federal funding under-estimated in its contribution to more equitable 
configurations of student populations within the UNS. Even one small example gives 
testament to this: 
We had four graduates in 17 years who were Aboriginal or [Tortes Strait] Islander. We 
moved to four, five, six a year within 3 years of any sort of intervention. And the 
intervention happened because of the money, because of the Federal funds. (Name 
withheld) 
However, as alluded to above and drawing on the representation in Appendix I, the 
shortcoming of targeted access for under-represented groups was its narrow focus on removing 
the problems of place-availability within the entry equation - or at least lessening its effects -
and not also addressing the hegemony of academic forms of preparation and eligibility for 
university entry. In other words, targeted access sought to redress disadvantage without 
addressing the 'mechanisms that also produce advantage' (Connell, 1994, p. 144). 
Recognising the selectivity of elite sponsorship, Connell observes that despite schooling's 
universal access, it 'contains powerful mechanisms of privilege and exclusion [which work to 
ensure that] it does not function in a universal way' (1994, p. 145). For Connell, the chance of 
more socially just outcomes depends on broadening the agenda of social action. One might 
argue similarly concerning targeted access in a context of mass higher education; that 
reconfiguring university student populations within more socially just parameters requires 
targeting those mechanisms beyond place-availability that exclude large proportions of the 
population. 
6.4.3 Open access: expanding the contest 
Increasingly through the 1987 to 1996 period, the rhetoric of increased and targeted access to 
Australian higher education grew to include issues of credit transfer, recognition of prior 
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leaming (RPL) and open learning. Such mechanisms formed part of the Hawke/Keating 
Federal Labor Government's strategy to address the continued and combined political, social 
and economic pressures for an expanded and equitable provision of higher education in a period 
of financial constraint. In short, the strategy sought to open access to higher education for 
potential students who were differently prepared for university entry, in ways other than those 
privileged by the ttaditional pathway. 
A national approach to open access in higher education officially began in 1992 with the 
formation of the Australian Vice-Chancellors Committee (AVCC) Credit Transfer Project -
later, the Australian Credit Transfer Agency (ACTA), managed by the AVCC and funded 
joindy by the AVCC and DEET - and the Open Leaming Agency of Australia Pty Ltd (OLAA) -
later. Open Leaming Australia Pty Ltd (OLA), managed by Monash University and funded by 
DEET until 1996 and self-funded thereafter. Then in 1995, OLA established Open Net Pty Ltd 
- with three years of funding from DEET - to service the electronic leaming needs of open 
leaming students. 
One development of these initiatives was the increased university practice of recognising 
students' prior leaming, defined as 'credit' (prior smdy in Australian universities and TAFE), 
'credentialled' (overseas qualifications, professional and private provider courses) and 
'uncredentialled' or 'informal' (work and life experiences); the latter two often refemed to as the 
recognition of prior leaming (RPL) (AVCC, 1993, p. 2). A further expansion of the pathways 
to university involved electtonic technologies (principally broadcast television and radio), 
supported by conventional print materials and, later. Open Net, in the delivery of university 
courses at a distance. Access to these courses was made available to all Austtalians 'regardless 
of age, location or educational qualifications ... [and] at their own pace and at a place and time 
convenient to them' (Atkinson, Conboy, Dodds, Mclnnis & Atkinson, 1995, p. 2). Through 
the eariy 1990s, credit ttansfer became a significant feamre of higher education with successful 
applications rising from approximately 25% in 1991 to 40% in 1993 across the UNS (Haydon, 
1995, p. 2). In itself, such granting of credit did not guarantee university entiy (see Appendix 
I), but it did serve to redefine the appropriate preparation of university smdents and secured 
new points of entry for those who did gain access. By comparison, OLA provided direct entry 
to university for over 6000 students in 1994 (Atkinson, Conboy, Dodds, Mclnnis & Atkinson, 
1995, p. 10); individuals who were added to a growing smdent population similar in size to that 
of a small university. 
Such initiatives built on practices initially developed within individual instimtions, systems and 
States (Haydon, 1995), but their coordination represented a move by universities and 
govemments towards reclaiming responsibility for addressing unmet demand for higher 
education; as argued above, responsibilities they seemed to abandon in the mid 1970s. 
However, what is most significant about these changes is their emphasis on different forms of 
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legitimate preparation and eligibility for university entry and their subsequent challenge to elite 
sponsorship. Tumer (1971) writes about such artangements in terms of 'contest mobility'. He 
suggests that, contrary to sponsorship, contest systems of selection avoid 'premature' 
judgements and tend to 'delay the final award as long as practicable to permit a fair race' 
(Tumer, 1971, p. 76). The analogy of the race, in which everyone is kept in the running until 
the final stages, is most illustrative of Tumer's concept of contest mobility, particularly the 
folk-prototype of the race between the tortoise and the hare who are seen to be differentiy 
prepared but equally eligible for participation. As Tumer explains: 
... contest mobility is like a sporting event in which many compete for a few recognised 
prizes. The contest is judged to be fair only if all the players compete on an equal 
footing. Victory must be won solely by one's own efforts. (Tumer, 1971, p. 74) 
Tumer (1971) notes evidence of contest mobility within North American systems of university 
entry, and open access to Australian higher education seems conceived within similar open-
contest norms. The National Board of Employment, Education and Training (NBEET), for 
example, utilised this sporting discourse - well articulated in Australian politics through such 
phrases as 'the level playing field' - in its broader challenge to traditional pathways of 
university entry. In its 1993 annual report to the then Federal Minister, Kim Beazley, NBEET 
claimed that: 
... credit transfer and skills recognition, indeed all RPL, is about fitness to proceed ... all 
qualifications, credentials and assessments are really indices of performance; devices 
which indicate a person's^me5'5 to proceed to the next stage of education and training. 
(NBEET, 1993, p. 2, emphasis added) 
Broadening the 'contest' in the legitimation of pathways of preparation for higher education, the 
report also declared that: 
The notion of credit ttansfer applied to the recognition of informal leaming gained outside 
the regularly used and purpose-driven systems of formal qualifications, allows that no 
group or institution can have a lien on intellecmal activity. (NBEET, 1993, p. 8) 
The amalgam of these equity issues with those of efficiency and effectiveness was also evident 
within open access artangements. Indeed, some implied that open access provided the tools for 
die ultimate containment (both fiscal and physical) of demand for university entiy as its primary 
purpose (Bartlett & Rowan, 1994). Here the 'benefits' of corporate managerialism's influence 
on open access to Austtalian higher education are laid bare: 
Efficiencies are obtained through students not having to study again for knowledge and 
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skills they already possess, taking less time to finish their studies and providing 
educational savings. Efficiencies for governments are through savings on direct 
educational expenses over and above HECS, and efficiencies for society through students 
entering sooner into the workforce. Equity is achieved when students who seek entry to 
education or training courses from different backgrounds, are given equivalent, but not 
necessarily identical, opportunities to gain admission and to have their cases for advanced 
standing considered. (NBEET, 1993, p. 3) 
However, the weakness of the open access rhetoric is best seen at its level of operation. 
Informal leaming enjoyed only minimal recognition over the research period (Atkinson, 
Conboy, Dodds, Mclnnis & Atkinson, 1995; Haydon, 1995) with the principal model of its 
credentialling described as 'procmstean' (Jones & Martin, 1995) - a mythical Greek and far 
more bmtal version of Yeatman's (1990) 'technocrats'. Further, with the introduction of 
university units of study into (often private) schools, either through OLA mechanisms or 
through credit for participation in 'high achiever' programs organised by (often traditional) 
universities (Tingle, 1995), elite sponsorship - particulariy as an eariy selection process 
characterised by an academic curriculum - was partially reinforced under the banner of open 
access. OLA's evaluation also supported this re-assertion of sponsorship, revealing that its 
students were predominantiy urban, able-bodied, employed in middle-class occupations and 
had completed Year 12 at secondary school as well as some prior tertiary studies (Atkinson, 
Conboy, Dodds, Mclnnis & Atkinson, 1995). 
While open access demonstrated a capacity to expand the contest for university entry and so 
challenge elite sponsorship as the dominant mode of upward mobility, at the same time it was 
used to bypass and reinforce traditional entry arrangements. Just as new 'runners' were 
preparing to (re)enter the race for entiy into higher education, the 'race rules' were altered and 
new 'handicaps' introduced. It was almost as if the hare had woken and found a new short cut 
to the finish line, leaving the tortoise to find that the prizes were all allocated when he finally 
arrived. In time, open access may provide pathways to overcome traditional barriers to 
university entry or it may become another mechanism that reinforces old exclusive practices. 
For now, the race is still being mn. 
6.4.4 Displaced access: changing destinations 
'Displaced access' is informed by Offe's (1981) identification of a stmcttiral approach to policy 
production, outiined above, which is most evident in times of fiscal constraint. That is, 
displaced access is concemed with reshaping demand to account for changed structural 
conditions and/or dispersing 'excess' demand into more desirable or manageable areas. In 
Offe's (1981) terms, the political imperative of the 1990s shifted away from the creation of 
'opportunities' (more university places) towards the creation of 'broader' options 
(destinations). Displaced access represents this politicization of higher education entiy policy. 
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in a context of limited economic supply, which formed part of the determinations regarding: 
... how to accommodate the increased numbers of students in the education and post-
compulsory education system given the changed labour market stmcture and concomitant 
increased retention rates. (Taylor & Henry, 1994, p. 108) 
In this context, accommodating aspiring university students, particularly school-leavers, 
involved changing their destinations: what they needed to get there, what they got when they 
got there and whether they wanted to get there or somewhere else. However, as already noted, 
what seemed not to change very much was who got in to university and which instimtions and 
courses which individuals tended to get into. What appeared as a broadening of the educational 
contest and of the prizes available for those who chose to participate, simultaneously served to 
displace the demand for access to traditional institutions, and to 'hide' the sponsorship of an 
elite into positions still endowed with high status. The displaced persons of this compromise, 
those who were variously steered away from the 'prizes' of an elite, were repositioned through 
sttategies associated with destination preparations, inter-State smdent mobility, changes within 
universities and the altemative destinations of TAFE and work. 
6.4.4.1 Destination preparations: chasing eligibility 
As noted above, concems over the domination of the senior secondary school by an academic 
curriculum have long been held, particularly for those students who were deemed not to be 
university bound. Their re-airing in the late 1980s and early 1990s, influenced by the Finn-
Carmichael-Mayer policy triad, is described by Henry and Taylor as: 
... the new vocationalism: a concem with converging general and vocational education, 
so that general education is seen as relevant to work and vocational education is seen as 
broader than specific work-based skills. (Henry & Taylor, 1994, p. 29) 
Models of this new vocationalism vary across Australian States and Territories and have been 
characterised by NBEET's Schools Council as 'divided', 'unitary' and 'integrated' (NBEET, 
1994); the latter representing the Council's preference. However, Henry and Taylor argue that 
whilst there might have been an integration or 'convergence' of different interests at the 
rhetorical level of policy text production - through key words such as 'pathways', 'flexibility' 
and 'equity' which act like 'linguistic parking stations' for different ideas - in practice, 'older 
and more powerful meanings ... may contribute to maintaining rather than ameliorating social 
divisions' (1995, p. 99). 
Such 'policy refraction' (Freeland, 1986) was evident in Queensland, for example, where 'the 
govemment has endorsed the principle of the convergence of vocational and general education 
in the Senior school curriculum' (Board of Senior Secondary School Studies Queensland, 
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1995) and reorganised its Board of Senior Secondary School Studies (BSSSS) to include 
responsibilities for accreditation, recognition and registtation of vocational education programs 
conducted in schools. The vision in the mid 1990s was that 'students will be able to leave Year 
12 with credit towards vocational education programs offered elsewhere as well as possibly 
being eligible for university entrance' (Board of Senior Secondary School Smdies Queensland, 
1995). 
Within the Australian Vocational Certificate Training System (AVCTS) pilots, Henry and 
Taylor note similar convergence rhetoric, designed to: 
... broaden the senior secondary school curriculum ... in order to open up pathways for a 
more diverse group of students. In doing this, academic-vocational offerings were 
concepmalised as existing on a spectmm rather than a divide. By mixing and matching 
subjects, students were to be given opportunities for gaining qualifications for entering 
university, TAFE or bodi'. (Henry & Taylor, 1994, p. 31) 
But in the first instance, the BSSSS contribution to 'vocationalising' the curriculum had been to 
'scan' the syllabuses of Queensland subjects that led to university entrance, searching for the 
Mayer 'key competencies', and to suggest that these offerings could be expressed in vocational 
terms. Similarly, rather than offering a reconcepmalisation of the whole school curriculum that 
would give serious consideration to 'non-academic' students and make linkages with all forms 
of post-school destinations, the AVCTS pilots generally seemed to adopt variations of a school-
industry-TAFE approach (Henry & Taylor, 1994). In practice, what was reinforced was an old 
academic-vocational curriculum divide and a continued role for schooling as a 'channelling 
device' in determining eligibility for positional goods, despite the legitimation of multiple exit 
pathways. 
6.4.4.2 Changed universities: chasing status 
Imperatives for curriculum change were not confined to schools but also found space within 
higher education. Universities generally felt the influence on their curricula from (national and 
global) markets and social policies, with several traditional universities moving some of their 
high demand courses to the postgraduate level and giving consideration to establishing a 
common first year for undergraduates or reconceiving their undergraduate courses as generalist 
degrees. These latter responses by traditional institutions could perhaps be understood as 
reactions against the vocationalism of a proposed senior secondary school curriculum and the 
increased pressure of community groups and professional organisations on university courses 
(the subject of review in the mid 1990s by NBEET's Higher Education Council). Medicine, 
for example, was 'transferred' to the postgraduate level at the Universities of Flinders (in 
1996), Queensland and Sydney (in 1997) and accessed through the Graduate Australian 
Medical School Admissions Test (GAMSAT), developed by the Australian Council for 
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Educational Research (ACER). Supposedly, the intention was to attract applicants with a more 
general undergraduate preparation as a way of broadening the social base of medical students. 
Clearly, higher education within the UNS was subject to far more change than before its 
unification. But most significant, in terms of displaced access, were those changes which 
deferted entry to high status courses beyond the end of schooling - often to the end of the 
undergraduate level - and restricted access for those who were not able to sustain their studies, 
whether for financial or other reasons, past an initial degree. 
6.4.4.3 The inter-State destination: chasing availabilitv 
Historically, university student mobility, particulariy across State borders, has not been high in 
Australia, not least because of the difficulties faced by State tertiary admission centres in 
processing inter-State applications. However, the 1995 agreement - endorsed by the Ministerial 
Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA) - between these 
centres and their respective assessment and certification authorities, opened the way for a 
National Tertiary Admissions System (NTAS) which 'aims to facilitate equitable access, 
through simple procedures, for any student completing Year 12 in any State or Territory, to 
tertiary institutions in any State or Territory' (Pargetter, 1994, p. 26). 
The NTAS, which took effect in 1996, was based on agreements primarily concemed with 
establishing commonalities between system dates, data elements. Year 12 score conversions 
and a national courses and careers database; the latter coordinated by die Queensland Tertiary 
Admissions Centte (QTAC). In addition, the agreement allowed for the possibility of a method 
for calculating a national tertiary entrance rank being devised for use by 1997. In effect, the 
agreement meant that aspiring university students were invited to consider the national 'menu' 
and 'shop around'. Such facilitation of student mobility, and hence relocation of traditional 
higher education access arrangements, was also concemed with defusing the conflict between 
States and universities over the distribution of funded places based on shifting State 
populations. For federal govemments, student mobility provides cost effective opportunities. 
As Pargetter explains: 
... with greater attention now being given to the allocation of higher education resources, 
and their distribution across State and regional boundaries, one element in the response to 
uneven distribution, perhaps alongside some re-allocation of places, is the movement of 
students to locations where the human and physical infrastmctures have been developed. 
(Pargetter, 1994, p. 27) 
The strategy here is clear. The possibility of applicants applying to inter-State universities 
allows 'the market' to determine the distribution of higher education places and displaces 
arguments for increases in some States at the expense of others. However, the effect on 
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students less 'able' to move States to attend university would seem most acute for those from 
under-represented 'disadvantaged' groups. 
<S4.4.4The TAFE destination: chasing altematives 
Already noted as part of open access artangements, TAFE was increasingly represented during 
the period of the Hawke/Keating Federal Govemment as a pathway, previously well 'gate-kept' 
(Henry & Taylor, 1994), through which entry to university could be secured (see Appendix I). 
As a provider of the missing mngs, 'a TAFE qualification can be the first step, or several steps, 
on the qualifications ladder [given that] universities increasingly accept TAFE qualifications for 
credit toward a university degree' (Tingle, 1995). However, TAFE was also promoted as a 
worthy end destination in itself, with some TAFE institutions claiming the right to award 
degrees of their own; fuelling speculation of a new binary divide in higher education (Henry & 
Taylor, 1995). Henry and Taylor describe these different positionings of TAFE in terms of 
'handmaiden, equal partner [and] viable altemative' (1994, p. 31) and certainly all three seemed 
variously represented within federal policy: 
The current aim of the Commonwealth ... is to 'cool down' aspirations of young school 
leavers for university education; and to 'warm up' the opportunities and incentives for a 
TAFE 'vocational' education. The general aim, therefore, is that 30% of young school 
leavers will enter universities while the remainder will access a TAFE. (Bardett & 
Rowan, 1994, p. 27) 
Hence, in an address to Federal Pariiament in eariy February 1994, the then Minister for 
Schools, Vocational Education and Training, Ross Free, claimed that decreasing demand for 
entry into higher education and increasing TAFE enrolments demonstrated a 'big win' for 
govemment policies {Campus Review, February 10-16, 1994). The AVCC President at the 
time. Professor Don McNicol, similariy suggested that the 4.4% reduction in unmet demand for 
university entry in 1994 was attributable to 'a successful campaign to encourage students into 
the TAFE system, prospective students being put off [university by the prospect of high entry 
requirements] ... and growing optimism about the economy' {Campus Review, July 14-20, 
1994). 
Further evidence of the success of this campaign was illustrated in the 1995 repeat of the 1992 
study of smdents' attitudes to post-compulsory education and training (DEET, 1993b), which 
revealed a 10% reduction (from 1992 to 1994) in the numerical difference between TAFE and 
University aspirants in New South Wales (Tingle, 1995). Such changed aspirations were also 
reflected at the point of application where several TAFE courses were included on tertiary 
admission centre forms. Encouraged by their vocational preparation and by the representation 
of TAFE as both an alternative pathway to university and as a respectable alternative end 
destination, 'increasing numbers of school leavers are beginning to opt for TAFE as a first 
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preference' (Henry & Taylor, 1995, p. 101). 
6.4.4.5 The work destination: chasing experience 
As suggested by those seeking explanations for reductions in demand for university entry, 
issues about appropriate destinations for school leavers involved not only TAFE but also 
industry. That is, along with TAFE, work was positioned as both a viable altemative to and an 
equal partner with all forms of post-compulsory education, with a concomitant blurring of the 
traditional boundaries between work and educational institutions. Of course, this was also 
made possible through improvements in the Australian economy which flowed on to the 
employment prospects of school leavers. Still, education and training were, in many respects, 
repositioned as 'handmaidens' of industry - no longer excluded from the shop floor - with the 
potential to provide the skilled workforce needed to rescue Australia from its economic malaise. 
As indicated above, much of this rhetoric is vocational in orientation and represented part of the 
Federal Govemment's campaign to develop in most school leavers aspirations other than those 
associated with university entry. 
This linking of the employment, education and ttaining experience, like the destinations above, 
was informed by a human capital rationale, expressed most clearly in the Federal Govemment's 
policy document, Working Nation: 
... to secure a place among the first rank of nations and create prosperity and opportunity 
at home, Australia needs a highly skilled and flexible workforce. Improved education 
and ttaining performance is part of our strategy to raise productivity levels and hence 
economic and employment growth. (Keating, 1994, p. 89) 
But the effect, perhaps hidden from such statements, was also to reduce the levels of unmet 
demand for higher education. 
6.5 CONCLUSION 
A number of conclusions can be drawn from this analysis of the resettling of Austtalian higher 
education entry policy around a more diversified-entry arrangement. At one level, the shift in 
organising logics from qualification to diversification, increase to displacement, and from old 
destinations to new, could be broadly represented as a significant challenge to elite sponsorship 
as the dominant mode of university student selection. Central to this analysis is the diversity of 
experiences, knowledge and credentials that were legitimated as altemative determinations of 
preparation and eligibility in the entry equation, and which opened up new pathways into 
university, especially for women and Austtalia's indigenous population. Indeed, this 'opening 
up' fostered a diversity of destinations or a reappraisal of the 'prizes' that competing 
destinations offered, such that universities were no longer regarded by growing numbers of 
school leavers as the sole determiners of advantage. 
Chapter 6: Entry settlements in Australian higher education 
750 
At another level these artangements worked in ways that seemed to hide more than they 
revealed. Altemative pathways were certainly constmcted and widened, yet traversing those 
that led to university exposed a number of 'potholes' for groups on the fringe of tiie educational 
system, while the traditional school-to-university track remained largely unchanged. That is, 
the social benefits of higher education seemed to remain shared amongst a skewed 
representation of Austtalian society. Moreover, the recipients of these benefits were further 
'hidden' through their relocation within the Unified National System (UNS) to 'certain 
institutions, and to certain professional, honours and postgraduate programs within them' 
(Marginson, 1993, p. 15), illustrating an upward shift in the zone of educational privilege 
(Fitzclarence & Kenway, 1993) differentiated within and across the UNS of Australian higher 
education. 
In effect, representing diversified entry as informed by notions of 'faimess in competition' 
sttategically removed higher education entry policy from the political spotiight it had 'enjoyed' 
from the late 1970s. However, it was not that its (temporary) departure from the political stage 
was wartanted solely on the basis of greater faimess evident in the competition for university 
places. Rather, such displacement represented successful govemment sttategies that had started 
to 'bite' in redirecting unmet demand into other more manageable areas. Chapters 7 and 8 
which follow pursue these issues of strategy in the settling of Australian higher education entiy 
policy in more detail. Specifically, Chapter 7 considers those strategies involved in establishing 
the parameters of a diversified-entry settlement in higher education while Chapter 8 explores 
sttategies in the negotiation of its particulars. 
Chapter 6: Entry settlements in Australian higher education 
CHAPTER 7 
STRATEGIES IN 
ESTABLISHING SETTLEMENT PARAMETERS 
7.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Chapter deals with parameter-setting strategies in the formation of policy settlements and 
draws on interviews conducted with policy actors involved in the production of Australian 
higher education entry policy across the period 1987 to 1996. Chapter 8, which follows, 
continues this analysis through a consideration of sttategies of negotiation in more specific 
policy settiements. In focusing on settiement parameters, this Chapter considers the 
legitimation of agendas, 'voices' and patterns of interaction (Ball, 1994a; Freeland, 1994), 
particularly as these relate to a diversified-entty settlement in Austtalian higher education • 
(discussed more fully in Chapter 6) and its expression in Queensland. The analysis is informed 
by the theoretical perspective outiined in Chapter 4, especially those sections which discuss 
policy settlement parameters and sttategies of legitimation, and including its acknowledgment of 
a general Foucauldian focus on 'discursive formations' and their 'systems of power' explored 
through policy producing sttategies. However, the detail and organisation of the Chapter are 
moderated by interaction with the research data below and the exttaction of specific parameter-
setting strategies; strategies which constitute original contributions of the research to the 
analysis of policy production. 
What is broached in this Chapter, then, is an 'archaeology' (Foucault, 1972) of Australian 
higher education entiy policy in Queensland, 1987-1996; its excavation as 'object', of particular 
configurations of related policy activity as 'modality', and of a particular architecture of relevant 
policy makers and instimtions as organising 'concepts' (Fairclough, 1992). Chapter 8 follows 
with a 'genealogy' (Foucault, 1979) of higher education entry policy, of the 'modalities of 
power' (Davidson, 1986, p. 224) within settlement parameters or what Fairclough describes as 
'various forms of interaction which are stiiictured in particular ways and involve particular sets 
of participants' (1992, p. 51). While the production and transformation of higher education 
entry policy - the way it has been constimted as object - have already been explored in Chapter 
6, its revisiting in this Chapter is focused more heavily on 'rules of formation' or strategies in 
the production of policy settiement parameters. 
The Chapter begins with a consideration of strategies in the legitimation of policy agendas: the 
prescription, incorporation, leverage, curtency, mediation, and dislocation associated with 
dominant policy discourse and their utilisation in the determination of higher education entry 
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policy. Embedded in this analysis is also a sense of 'chronology' of agendas and events, 
important for understanding the sttategies employed to advance some agendas over others. The 
Chapter's second major section continues the identification of parameter-setting strategies 
through its excavation of licensing issues: the authorities, changes, conditions, spaces and 
places legitimated by the state in the production of higher education entry policy. Such analysis 
includes a drafting of the 'architecture' of relevant policy activity, policy makers and 
institutions, represented in the architecmral Chart discussed more fully below and pocketed at 
the end of this volume. 
While these sttategies are largely presented as discrete, the Chapter endeavours to convey a 
sense of interaction amongst them. For example, die sttategy of licensing some individuals and 
groups of individuals, so that 'only certain voices are heard at any point in time' (Ball, 1994a, 
p. 16), is not just concerned with controlling who will 'speak' policy but also with what 
agendas will be heard. Similarly, determining the 'who' of policy production necessarily 
influences aspects of tiieir interaction. Finally, although the Chapter is primarily concemed 
witii sttategies of legitimation, those of dissimulation and reification (Thompson, 1984) are also 
evident and discussed at relevant juncmres. 
7.2 SETTING AGENDAS 
One important consideration in the formation of settlement parameters involves the setting of 
agendas. This section identifies and is organised around six main strategies employed by 
producers of higher education entry policy to secure dominance in setting agendas; sttategies of 
prescription, incorporation, leverage, curtency, mediation, and dislocation, which constitute 
original contributions of this research. They are examined here in recognition that policy 
agendas do not gain legitimacy simply because they are espoused by policy actors in 
authoritative positions. Still, there is a certain endowment of importance afforded to particular 
actors which is reinforced through their control of the discursive policy space and the 
dislocation of other competing discourses and their proponents (discussed in the second section 
of this Chapter). As Schon (1979) implies (see Chapter 4), the domination of policy discourse 
is achieved through the ability to command the naming and framing - a particular selection and 
ordering - of social events. At the heart of this, policy agendas can be seen to gain legitimacy 
within and across contexts because they make connections with powerful discourses and 
'disconnections' with others, rewarding supporters and penalising detractors. Evidence of 
these agenda-setting strategies can be found in the settlement of Australian higher education 
entry policy in Queensland, from 1987 to 1996. 
7.2.1 Prescription: naming and framing the agenda 
Most prominent amongst these strategies of the 1983-1996 federal Labor Govemment, was the 
location of the agenda for higher education entry within a broader renaming and reframing of 
economic and social issues. As discussed more fully in Chapter 6, Labor's 'new' approach 
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appealed to a revised conservative economic wisdom - neo-classical economics - which valued 
small govemment and market imperatives for economies 'under siege' in the post-Keynesian 
era. Federal Labor's embrace of such ideology, and its attendant discourses, was modified by 
its retention of large govemment departments, legitimated by their new managerial efficiencies 
and outcome orientations, and the replacement of their previous 'service delivery' mentalities. 
Within this economic 'master discourse' (Fitzclarence & Kenway, 1993; Marginson, 1993), 
Labor also retained a commitment to social justice, although its legitimacy was largely reframed 
to include productive as well as allocative effects on state resources (Offe, 1984; 1985). As a 
number of govemment documents during the period noted: 
The Govemment... is committed to taking the broad strategic action required to achieve 
social justice. It is a commitment to making social justice both a primary goal of 
economic policy and an indispensable element in achieving economic policy objectives. 
(Department of Finance and Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, 1989, pp. vi-vii) 
However, it was the allocative aspects of this social justice agenda, rather than those influenced 
by neo-classical economics, which initially impacted on Austtalian higher education entry (and 
education more broadly), promoted by Susan Ryan, the then Federal Minister for Education 
(1983-1987), and her agenda for 'participation and equity. They were her two key words that 
she used all the time' (Whittleston, BPA, p. 422, emphasis added). And although some made 
little effort, several 'universities took that [agenda] on board. I'd love to say it was because 
they're morally right [but] I think it's because targeted funding came with it' (Wise, CIA, p. 
612) - a coercive lever discussed more fully below. In short, 
... there are two words that sum up the Federal Govemment's interest: access and equity. 
They've been following a policy which has resulted in access for a much higher 
percentage of relevant age groups to have tertiary studies in Australia than in pretty well 
any other developed countty in the world ... And the equity bit of it is that disadvantaged 
groups should have at least equal access. In fact, I think die policies are aimed at giving 
them an advantage to match their disadvantage ... The Federal Govemment is interested 
in making sure that they don't miss out in the approach to mass higher education. 
(Porter, AUA, p. 162) 
Significant as the advancement of these equity imperatives were, the watershed with respect to 
Australia's higher education entry agenda followed federal Labor's re-election in March 1987, 
when John Dawkins succeeded Ryan as the Minister of a new mega-Department of 
Employment, Education and Training - part of a restructuring of Austtalian federal govemance 
which witnessed the reorganisation of 28 departments into 16 mega-departments. The very 
nomenclature of Dawkins' new department signalled the intention of the federal Govemment to 
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more tightiy frame education within the interests of the economy and industry. As Dawkins 
comments: 
Employment has been placed first in the title ... because it represents our ultimate 
objective - to help people, particularly the young, to get the best job possible. This is not 
only in their best interest as individuals, it is also an important national objective if we are 
to have a vibrant economy. This means the Department will play a centtal role in gearing 
Australia to meet the new economic challenges of the late twentieth century. (DEET, 
1987) 
While the establishment of this mega-department represented a tuming point for Australian 
higher education entry: 
There was a lot of stuff that happened in the mid 1980s - '86/'87 - that really set the 
vision and then we focused in on higher education with the Green Paper {Higher 
Education: A Policy Discussion Paper (1987)] and the White Paper [Higher Education: A 
Policy Statement (1988)] from there on ... There's actually a lot of background material 
in '85, '86, '87 that... gave Dawkins some context for his policies. (Whittleston, BPA, 
p. 422) 
Indeed, the 'writing was on the wall' for an economically driven higher education entry policy 
much earlier than 1987: 
... we had an AVCC [Austtalian Vice-Chancellors Committee] dinner one night where we 
had the then Secretary of the Department of Education, Helen Williams, and the then 
Secretary of the Department for Trade, John Menadue - it was when John Dawkins was 
Minister for Trade - and they were debating the overseas student fee question ... that was 
a straw in the wind if ever there was one ... [T]hen Dawkins became Minister ... And we 
have become progressively more economically rational .... (Wise, CIA, p. 613) 
Such recognition of elements within previous policy settlements as formative of a new 
settlement in higher education entry policy is illustrative of the relationships conceming 
settlement and crisis discussed in Chapter 4. That is, visions of new settlements arise from the 
crises of their predecessors. Yet, while new policy texts are not written on a 'clean slate' they 
do re-name, re-order and re-select social elements in ways that provide new emphasis and new 
imperatives. One of Dawkins' first tasks in his appointment as Minister for Employment, 
Education and Training was to make the 'new' agenda for Australian education more explicit, 
which he did in the form of the document Skills Formation in Australia (Dawkins, 1987b): 'the 
blue one ... [which] set exactiy that skilled workforce agenda' (Whittleston, BPA, p. 421). 
While retaining equity as an important tenet, education became obliged by an 'economic 
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justification, [to produce] the clever country, the more skilled labour force, [as a way of 
addressing] the need to diversify, to become more competitive intemationally in terms of skill 
and productivity' (Milligan, BPA, p. 340). 
Dawkins' subsequent policy statements on higher education served not only to 'name' the 
federal Govemment's position with respect to the connections and relationships between the 
economy and higher education, but also to 'frame' them in such a way as to re-name previous 
understandings and exclude altemative ones; to provide a basis for closure about 'what is to be 
seen as reasonable and possible' (Fitzclarence & Kenway, 1993, p. 98) and to reify the 
resulting restmctured relationships. 
7.2.2 Incorporation: the subservience of competing discourses 
Such naming and framing of Australian policy discourse - which drew heavily on that of other 
westem democracies - carried important implications for the relationships amongst labour, 
capital and productivity and, as argued above, for the role of education amongst them. The 
amalgam of these interests ensured a certain discursive complexity and coherence. Indeed, for 
many: 
... this human capital stuff is fairiy hard to untangle but what I think was being said was 
that the OECD [Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development] countries - the 
major western industrial democracies - were going to become more sophisticated 
producers of goods and services and that that would need to be driven by a more highly 
educated workforce than had been the case hitherto, where we nourished some fairiy 
ttaditional professions and left it largely at diat. (Milligan, BPA, p. 319) 
This implied shift for education, its repositioning within Austtalian society as an instmment of 
micro-economic reform rather than of personal development and social mobility, was quite 
distinctive: 
They want to change schooling [and education generally] not so everyone can get to be a 
doctor, but so that we get to be intemationally competitive. That's the new drive. We've 
moved away from ... [a] class analysis to a macro-economic analysis, which places 
schooling in the economic recovery agenda. (Kelly, CIA, p. 501) 
The potency of this discourse - its ability to achieve acceptance for such change - relied in part 
on its incorporation and subservience of potential competitors. Within this discursive bonding, 
the interests of Australians, as Dawkins illustrates above, became incorporated within the 
interests of the Australian economy. Significandy, too, these interests were portrayed as those 
of the nation, not just a federal govemment, and provided for a collective political agenda at 
various levels of Australian govemance. That is, the 'national interest' rhetoric reframed self 
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and sectorial interests within those of the country at large. It is a sttategy often utilised within 
die state, where: 
... govemments come along with a particular notion of what should happen and how 
things should be ... and superimpose that ... I've sometimes referred to [it as] high 
policy. You've got this over-riding sort of mission statement ... . (Pitman, CIA, pp. 
581,583) 
And, as discussed in Chapter 4, Fitzclarence and Kenway (1993) suggest that the legitimacy of 
Labor's new agenda, which privileged the collective over the individual, also depended on a 
reworking of the virtues of 'mateship' - a distinctive Australian discourse of solidarity - to 
emphasise the connections amongst individual interests. In this, it also operated to dissimulate 
those points of difference between individual interests and the interests of the economy through 
the cooption of popular metaphor. 
More specifically, what was seen as reasonable and possible for higher education entry was 
framed within a broader agenda of what was seen to be good for the Australian economy. 
Greater emphasis was placed on the connections and relationships with entry to higher 
education; not just its location between schooling, universities and TAFE (a new player in the 
entry equation), but more importantly its relationships with the broader 'picture' as defined by a 
global economy. Hence, state agents, as authors of this master discourse, 
... were beginning to talk about the whole multi-skilling and award restmcturing - that 
whole change of labour. Now, higher education was seen as being one of the part 
players in that. Not the driver of it, not the whole of it, but a part player - along with a 
reformed TAFE system, along with a better upper end of secondary education and 
increased retention. So, there was a strong and consistent educational line through that 
industry economic restmcmring. (Milligan, BPA, p. 319) 
Odier co-optive sttategies were also engaged in setting this agenda for higher education. One: 
... goes back to the notion of the clever country - what Australia needed in order to lift its 
intemational competitive stocks in economic terms, in terms of production, in terms of 
intellectual leadership and ideas. (Milligan, BPA, p. 318) 
This 'clever country' slogan lent credibility to the place of higher education in the production of 
clever workers and clever technology whilst concealing potential places of difference amongst 
sometimes disparate discourses of efficiency, effectiveness and equity (see Gale & McNamee, 
1994); the latter, as noted above, connected with things economic through the rhetoric of 
'creating opportunities' (Whittleston, BPA, p. 424) - both individual and collective. 
Chapter 7: Strategies in establishing settlement parameters 
757 
The incorporation of these discourses - of mateship, the clever country and social justice -
within a discourse of economic prosperity, led to a certain discursive mix within higher 
education entry policy: 
The larger and more diverse is the pool from which we draw our skilled workforce, the 
greater our capacity to take advantage of opportunities as they emerge. The current 
barriers to participation (in higher education) of financially and other disadvantaged 
groups limit our capacity to develop the highest skilled workforce possible and are a 
source of economic inefficiency. (Dawkins, 1988, p. 7) 
This very appeal to broader contexts - the way in which it sought connections between contexts 
- and the lure of accommodating the interests of specific contexts, served to promote 
widespread acceptance of the economic rationalist agenda for economic and social policy. 
7.2.3 Leverage: tools of coercion 
Such acceptance was also advanced by a number of coercive levers. The first of these has been 
referted to elsewhere as the 'ministerialisation' (Ball, 1990) and 'supra-ministerialisation' 
(Knight & Lingard, 1997) of government policy; that is, the greater personal involvement of 
ministers across a range of policy contexts (not just in contexts of policy intentions) and greater 
influence over 'junior' ministers in order to promote a particular policy agenda. The 
ministerialisation of higher education entry policy was a particular feature of Dawkins' term as 
Minister for Employment, Education and Training. For example. 
Let me tell you something about policy making in DEET. Amalgamation has not been 
worked through the Division of Higher Education. Amalgamation has been worked 
through the office of Dawkins. (Viviani, AUA, p. 229) 
As implied, Dawkins' involvement in policy production was sometimes assisted by and 
delegated to those in his ministerial office; his political advisors or 'minders'. And it was 
through such close associations that the minister was able to maintain a high degree of personal 
influence over policy agendas. Consequentiy, in addressing one of many requests for extra 
university places in Queensland, even though Peter Baldwin was the (junior) Minister for 
Higher Education at the time, 
... Peter Summers [one of Dawkins' advisors] was very involved in that. That was 
handled in Dawkins' office because it was something Dawkins wanted to achieve ... he 
saw Queensland as a growth area and there was a need and that the low levels of 
[university] participation ... had to be addressed ... That was a policy decision he made. 
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In fact, it was quite an initiative really to convert some TAFE places to higher education 
places. (Whittleston, BPA, p. 397) 
Also implied is Dawkins' understanding of the differentiated namre of the Austtalian state, that 
the policy agendas of ministers are not always those of other state actors - whether they be other 
ministers, bureaucrats or professionals. Dawkins' ministerialisation and supra-
ministerialisation (in relation to Baldwin as the junior minister) of higher education entry policy, 
then, served as a tool to aid the control of difference within the state and to promote the 
dominance of one particular policy agenda. 
Such ministerialisation of the agenda, however, was itself influenced by the perspective of the 
minister of the day. Each successive federal Labor minister involved in Australian higher 
education made their own personal contribution, although it is difficult at times to separate this 
from the broader context with which they were associated. Even so, there was a perception 
diat: 
Baldwin was very much more sympathetic to the particular problems that higher 
education had in coming to terms with the economic rationalism that was pervading the 
rest of the Department. So, Baldwin (i) helped universities to adjust to it, but (ii) 
protected them from some of the excesses. (Wise, CIA, p. 614) 
Similariy, the perspective of the higher education sector was that: 
... under Beazley, the department was writing policy ... I don't think that the same drive 
and energy and enthusiasm and oversight was there under Beazley as was under 
Dawkins, nor is there now. In the midst of everything that Dawkins was doing to every 
sector - to every part of the portfolio - he would always take the time to meet Vice-
Chancellors - to listen to them, to talk to them ... Beazley met them and spoke to them, 
but I don't think he listened to any of the points they were raising ... [As for the present 
Minister] I don't think Crean has met the Vice-Chancellors yet ... and that paper 
[Working Nation (1994)] has now been out for some time. (Wise, CIA, pp. 614-615) 
Some bureaucrats and policy advisors realised that within this changing context of 
ministerialisation: 
... the real fear is the extent to which the minister tries to run directiy through the 
department policy agendas which try to shift universities into territory that they just don't 
want to go in. And sometimes the minister is right, sometimes they need to be shifted. 
(Tabrett, BPA, p. 383) 
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But as one site of the state, universities were required by Dawkins and his successors to more 
clearly accommodate the Govemment's political agenda - what Smart (1991) has identified as a 
reworking of university autonomy. In particular, conttol over higher education entry policy by 
universities: 
... was clearly challenged this year [1994] in that we were told by DEET that we had to 
give priority to school leavers. And what that actually meant was that less qualified 
school leavers were being offered places over better qualified non-school leavers ... 
[Tjhere's been that control ... in part because of a lot of complaints in the last couple of 
years that... there haven't been enough university places for school leavers ... [A] bit of 
this has to do with ... soaking up youth unemployment. I [also] think there are a lot of 
conttols developing through the back door in terms of credit ttansfer and competencies ... 
and that's really controlling who we take in and under what conditions we take them in 
and what sort of articulation or credit we allow. (Rosenman, AUA, pp. 171-172) 
Such comments are illustrative of a certain discontinuity of policy agendas and differentiation 
within the state on issues of higher education entry. It was not that there was necessarily a lack 
of recognition by some in universities of the merit of other positions: 
Our problem is that we have a different set of responsibilities ... [I]f I was the Minister 
for Education I'd probably be pushing that [- TAFE as an altemative to university -] like 
fury too. And a good way to sell it is credit transfer. (Wilson, AUA, p. 253) 
But clearly, university administtators had their own agenda conceming: 
... the broader issue about what is higher education about and who should conttol it; what 
its goals ought to be and to what extent they should be mmed towards what a govemment 
sees as the economic imperatives; to what extent they should exist apart from those. 
(Rosenman, AUA, p. 170) 
While there is recognition in these comments of the importance of discourse in procuring 
common policy agendas ('selling' credit transfer), what is also evident are the limitations of the 
reach of ministerialisation in policy determination, particulariy given the historical context of 
university autonomy. As a sttategy designed to address this - in addition to and as an extension 
of ministerialisation - federal Labor introduced a leverage system of 'punishments' and 
'rewards' for university govemance, described by Henry as 'a mix of regulatory sticks and 
deregulatory camots' (1992, p. 401). Specifically, 
... on the regulatory side is the mechanism ... of the educational profile which effectively 
ties funding to performance ... On the deregulatory side ... within the broad framework 
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of their educational profile, instimtions have autonomy over their budget and programme 
priorities and ... are subject to few constraints over their entrepreneurial activities. 
(Henry, 1992, pp. 401-402) 
The imagery of these sticks and cartots was not lost on university administrators who 
understood well that 'the incentive is there but it's an incentive with a vision of a stick' (Page, 
AUA, p. 147). The sttategy was: 
... to give us a cartot and say they were buying places - they were funded places. But 
had we not met our quota we wouldn't have got the money. So, the carrot and stick 
[were evident] at the same time. (Page, AUA, p. 146) 
State Ministers for Education - who themselves cherished their State's autonomy (often voiced 
in terms of 'States' rights') - also understood that Dawkins: 
... held the big end of the stick. If you didn't come up with an arrangement that he likes, 
you wouldn't get your funding. So he had the big end of the stick. He had the purse 
strings. (Littleproud, PPA, p. 35) 
However, the response of odiers differentiy located within the state's bureaucracy was far more 
accommodating: 
People are a bit twitchy about using the money to get certain policy outcomes and actions. 
In a way, I think how else could it be? The tax payers' money goes to the govemment 
and it's elected to express policies and views on behalf of the people. The test is in the 
political process ... if you think we've got too many graduates, well you vote for the 
other side. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 383) 
Such variation in response to govemment policy again illusttates the differentiation of the state, 
but also the associated problems of dominant policy actors in employing uniform strategies 
across contexts with differing historical patterns of interaction. As discussed in Chapter 4, 
successful strategies might employ different routes at different paces in different contexts and 
achieve different degrees of completeness. So, in one context with an established culture of 
independence, the stick and cartOt are gmdgingly legitimated; in another context which is more 
rule orientated, they are reified with 'how else could it be?' Still, the genius of this leverage 
sttategy - the degree of university compliance it was able to achieve - was not just in the extent 
to which money was allocated to or withheld from institutions according to their various levels 
of adoption or rejection of the federal Government's policy agenda. With such monies also 
came recognition. For universities: 
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It's not [just] the amount of money. It is ... [also] the kudos and status that goes with it. 
It's possible for an organisation, be it a State govemment or a State instmmentality, or a 
university for that matter, to have an impact much greater than its financial clout provides, 
if it can get the right levers ... [For example] the Federal Govemment provides large 
sums of money to universities with only a small amount of that ... [having] any real 
impact on what is going on ... [Only a] marginal amount is subject to negotiation between 
the State govemment and the Federal govemment, through the Joint Planning Committees 
and various other relationships ... there comes a time when a comparatively small amount 
of energy can, in fact, bring about a fair movement in the path of something. It's a bit 
like a satellite. A change in the height or the path of a satellite - a small amount of energy 
- can bring about quite a bit of change, if you do it at the right time. Other times that 
amount of energy is totally dissipated. You've got to find the right time to nudge. 
(Cameron, CIA, pp. 446-447) 
Hence, at the 'right' time and in the 'right' place, differential funding served as both a punitive 
measure and as an incentive. 
7.2.4 Currency: the dynamics of dominant discourse 
This reference to timing also hints of another important strategy in the dominance of policy 
agendas: that is, the salience of policy discourse is contextually dependent. Or, to express it 
more strategically, to remain dominant policy discourse must remain current. Certainly, timing 
or curtency was an important element in the Dawkins' strategy for growth in Austtalian higher 
education. As discussed in Chapter 6 and above, this was related to a changed view of 
Austtalia's economic circumstances. But university student numbers had also been stagnant for 
some time and this was in the face of increased secondary school retention and a growing body 
of qualified applicants. The two produced large numbers of rejected university applications - a 
feamre which came to be known as unmet demand - and resulted in associated political pressure 
for the growth of universities or for places within them. 
Associated with this, 'the CAEs were all pushing to be quasi universities ... the CAEs were 
becoming less and less vocation orientated and more and more academic, and their roles had got 
blurted' (Viviani, AUA, p. 230). Many interpreted these events as: 
... a very strong indication that the old binary system [of universities and CAEs], in fact, 
was breaking down and its time had gone. And it was clear that the new labour force 
needs couldn't be satisfied by typifying graduates as one kind of institutional product or 
another ... university degree products as distinct from college diploma products. Those 
sort of old models just weren't going to serve the new requirement. (Milligan, BPA, p. 
321) 
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Hence, Dawkins' moves to increase the availability of university places - through the upgrading 
of Colleges of Advanced Education (CAEs) and increased funding, financed through 
universities' access to private sources and the introduction of the Higher Education 
Contribution Scheme (HECS) - tapped into several sttong desires for change in Australian 
higher education across a number of specific contexts. 
The curtency of Labor's policy discourse was also reflected in its changing emphasis across the 
1987 to 1996 period - discussed in Chapter 6 in terms of the diversified higher education entry 
settiement. For example, at the outset: 
... Dawkins was about creating opportunities for people and that's what the 100,000 
places have achieved ... that was the political imperative back in 1987/1988. Now the 
political imperative has shifted towards broader options ... [such as] TAFE ... . 
(Whittleston, BPA, p. 421) 
Later in Dawkins' ministry: 
... I remember in the Cabinet Room, Dawkins being quite explicit that the growth had to 
taper. That was after the Finn Report and all the rest of it [the Carmichael (1992) and 
Mayer (1992) reports] where they started to be concemed about the balance between the 
sectors in terms of opportunity and in terms of labour supply. So that was one issue - the 
fact that the rate of growth was slowing. And then, once Beazley took over, it became 
evident that we were actually going to a nil growth situation. 1 would have called it 
consolidation or stabilisation. (Gallagher, BPA, p. 292) 
What is depicted here is not just the need for a changing emphasis in higher education entry 
policy to accord with changed circumstances, but also recognition of the need for a 
corresponding change in its discursive representation. In this context, the policy text of 
'consolidation' and 'stabilisation' is illustrative of dissimulation strategies which seek 'the 
reduction of overt markers of power asymmetry' (Fairclough, 1992, p. 98). Cognisance of 
these changing imperatives for Australian higher education, albeit framed within a broader 
economic agenda - and also of power asymmetry in the determination of these changes - was 
also evident more widely within the Unified National System (UNS). As one university 
administtator commented: 
In every year, it would appear, there are different important issues ... The exercise before 
[the quality issue] was the school leaver exercise where one was expected to give 
prominence to a number of school leavers entering university. The exercise before that, if 
I remember, was equity ... via special admissions ... and these two aren't necessarily 
parallel. In fact, there can be conflict between the two ... [Then] there was on-campus 
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versus off-campus teaching, accountability of universities ... the binary system, [and] the 
amalgamation system. There have been a large number of issues and they come up on a 
regular basis; they're pushed mainly by the Federal govemment. The university is an arm 
of the Federal govemment, in so far as it's the paymaster, and has to take note of these 
[federally determined] issues. (Page, AUA, p. 141) 
7.2.5 Mediation: secondary adjustments 
Another avenue through which to explore the dynamics of policy discourse is in terms of 
'secondary adjustments' (Riseborough, 1992): the mediation of policy by actors according to 
contextual imperatives. The distinction, between currency and mediation strategies, is subtie 
but tends to revolve around the nature of policy contexts; whether policy is engaged with within 
contexts of policy text production or contexts of policy practice (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992). 
For example, given an historical context of education under-funding, the higher education 
agenda in Queensland from 1987 to 1996 - aldiough broadly framed within productive elements 
of neo-classical economics - gave greater emphasis to socially just and allocative aspects of the 
federal agenda than was expressed elsewhere. Such policy mediation found expression at 
several levels of the federal state, including Dawkins' personal interest in Queensland 
(illusttated above) as well as more broadly: 
... there was a definite interest in the federal Govemment at that time to make sure that 
there was a more fair and equitable distribution of funds. I think that was true in the 
DEET funding discussions around those times. And so there was something of an 
alliance possible between Queensland's needs for additional funding to address that 
imbalance and some of the federal Govemment initiatives about removing some of the fat 
from some of the places [in other States] that had a littie more than they should. 
(Cameron, CIA, p. 436) 
Further and more explicit emphasis on the allocative aspects of the higher education agenda 
came from the Queensland Labor Govemment (1989-1996), elected to office with higher 
education entry 'first in their list of policy statements in the education platform ... [which was 
first in] the whole Labor Party platform for the election. So, it was, therefore, the top issue' 
(Maxwell, AUA, p. 123). And in part: 
... the '89 [Wayne] Goss Labor Govemment agenda for the State [of Queensland] was 
really a micro agenda of the national agenda which the Hawke Govemment brought in in 
1983 ... with the same kind of premises for educational growth as Hawke had argued. 
(Mdligan, BPA, p. 337) 
While the substance of these federal and State agendas might have been similar, at other levels 
their emphases could be seen to be quite different. For example, in drawing attention during 
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their campaign to 'the fact that [prior to 1989] per capita education spending in Queensland was 
either the lowest or the second lowest in the country' (Braddy, PPA, p. 6), Queensland Labor 
signalled a different understanding of the relationship between social and economic issues. 
That is: 
We decided that there were several important areas that needed improving but the most 
important of all was education ... which meant more teachers, which meant better schools 
and which meant better access to university. (Braddy, PPA, p. 6) 
It was not the inclusion of education that differed from the federal agenda, but its repositioning 
as centtal to the improvement of Queensland society. Such centring had the effect of softening 
aspects of education's economic framing, radier than removing it. Moreover, its realignment: 
... became so because the then leader of the Opposition, Wayne Goss, and the Shadow 
Cabinet decided that it would be so ... we just knew from our own experience, not only 
of education but of life, how important it was for a society to advance, to be well 
educated. (Braddy, PPA, pp. 5-6) 
Party polling by Queensland Labor in the lead up to their State electoral victory in December 
1989, revealed further variations to the federal agenda for higher education (and education more 
broadly) expressed by Queensland voters, with a similar rearrangement of social and economic 
issues. Specifically, Labor's research: 
... showed that at that stage the main issues that were coming through as issues of 
concem in the electorate were corruption ... education and the environment. They were 
essentially the three issues that we were targeting in that campaign. (Stephenson, PPA, 
p. 80) 
And, with respect to education: 
... the Labor Party had done its homework and had got a lot of grass roots feedback from 
country areas in particular. And what they were being told was that education was 
important and that entry to a university at a time of rising demand was going to become a 
real issue. (Porter, AUA, p. 154) 
While 'politicians can sometimes lead - they don't always follow' (Braddy, PPA, p. 5) -
Labor's approach in Queensland was more of an amalgam of these two; an adjustment of the 
federal agenda to account for Queensland's historical neglect of education and the more 
immediate concern of the electorate with unmet demand for higher education. That is, 
Queensland Labor forged an agenda of both ideological commitment - Wayne Goss' 'personal 
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desire to ensure that, when we were elected, we would come in with a platform based on 
improving education' (Stephenson, PPA, p. 82) - and political expedience, aware that a State's 
govemment is: 
... right at the sharp edge, isn't it? If students can't get into university then ... their 
parents get excited. And their parents are voters and they're voters in State govemment 
elections. The members are there and very accessible to the public. So, they have a real 
stake in making sure that that doesn't become a political issue which rebounds on them as 
State members. (Porter, AUA, p. 165) 
Much of this adjustment of the federal higher education agenda initially focused on 
Queensland's mechanism for selecting university students, known as the Tertiary Enttance (TE) 
Score. In the mind of the electorate, such eligibility determination was difficult to separate from 
other aspects of university entry - such as preparation and availability (see Appendix I) - and, 
therefore, their associations made it difficult for voters to ascribe them to different levels of 
Australian govemance. While this was broadly recognised by both sides of Queensland 
politics, each had their own specific policy responses. The Queensland National Party, for 
example, viewed the higher education entry 'problem' as a federal issue and noted that: 
... there was obviously quite a bit of unhappiness with the TE system and I think it was 
generally generated because there were too few tertiary places. That was what caused the 
problem but it was directed at the TE system which was more easy to attack. 
(Littleproud, PPA, p. 24) 
However, Queensland Labor viewed higher education entry differentiy. It noted that of all the 
issues associated with university entry, and: 
... in terms of public perceptions, which are very important, I suppose the major one was 
availability and the major component of that was that there was a substantial loss of 
confidence in die tertiary selection system at that time - which was very important because 
it undermined the community's view of availability to get into university and the faimess 
of it... we needed to make sure that we restored confidence and that we brought about a 
system of selection which was perceived to be fair. (Braddy, PPA, p. 4) 
Such comments of adjustment to Austtalian higher education entry policy are illusttative of the 
dynamics of dominant policy discourse, both its curtency and its mediation, and also of the 
interaction amongst policy contexts. That is, what is dominant in one context will not 
necessarily dominate in another without adjustments across time and place. Moreover, policy 
contexts are not exclusively of one calibre - of text production, practice or otherwise. Rather, 
policy is at once produced within and responsive to multiple levels of the state, each with their 
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own adjusting and adjusted discourses. This is even more the case in a federal-State stmcture 
such as that in Austtalia where both federal and State govemments have a role to play in relation 
to higher education policy. 
Relating curtency and mediation, then, to higher education entry and availability, the federal 
agenda at first gave emphasis to growth in university places - on the basis of their necessity for 
the economic development of the nation - and, subsequently, to the 'stabilisation' and 
'consolidation' of such growth given the needs of the economy for differentiy skilled workers. 
These discursive shifts were paralleled in Queensland, although mediated by an allocative rather 
than a productive policy response to educational need (Offe, 1975), influenced by federal-State 
fiscal relations in which the federal govemment held responsibility for funding universities. 
From this perspective, Queensland was initially more concemed 'to make the case for more 
places rather than the current situation where we're trying to get an equitable share of the 
places' (Wilson, AUA, p. 236). 
Similariy, regarding preparation and eligibility aspects of entry, both federal and Queensland 
agendas were motivated by discourses of social justice - albeit framed federally by an economic 
rationale - although each emphasised different elements: the federal Govemment focusing on 
non-ttaditional forms of preparation and eligibility - being determined 'to achieve a greater level 
of parity ... between the non-university-high-school pathway and the university pathway' 
(Morrow, CIA, p. 546) - and the Queensland Government concemed with the traditional 
school-to-university route for which it held legislative responsibility. 
Some understood such discursive adjustment by Queensland Labor - its mediation of the federal 
agenda to incorporate the abolition of tiie TE Score - as motivated more by expediency than by 
ideology: 'Unmet demand was very high at that point, so, I mean, political platforms are not 
necessarily related to realities' (Wilson, AUA, p. 242). Others, however, were 'absolutely 
convinced it was not a case of just being seen to be doing something. I don't think there's any 
question about that. It was a genuine commitment to reform' (Wiltshire, AUA, p. 271). 
Certainly the latter found space within Labor's policy discourse, which held that: 
... for the vast majority of students the TE Score was a fair measure because they were 
very much within what would be the cut-off scores. But there were a number of students 
who at the cut-off points, it seemed to us, were unfairiy discriminated against. That was 
one aspect of why it was seen as flawed. The second aspect was ... what I suppose I'd 
call the sort of 'camel through the eye of the needle' type ... [A]t the end of the day we 
were talking about selecting 30% of kids - of Year 12 kids - for university and leaving the 
70% who weren't going to get in. But the whole system was geared to the 30% ... there 
was very little thought being given to those kids, who 10 or 20 years ago would not have 
gone to Grade 12 but are now. And we were herding them into straight academic 
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subjects and putting them all on a scale, saying, 'Right, you're number 112 to the 
pecking order of whatever'. And if they failed to get in to what they were seeking, then 
we really didn't have much idea what we were going to do with them. (Stephenson, 
PPA, p. 83) 
Here also was opportunity for Labor to redress issues of university entty preparation and 
associated concems regarding the social purposes of schooling more generally. However, such 
discourse needs to be read in conjunction with - rather than in opposition to - Queensland 
Labor's cognisance of the dynamics of securing dominant policy discourse, forcefully 
evidenced in its understanding that: 
... certain education issues assume a greater importance at a certain time of year. Now, 
as we got closer to December obviously issues of retention rates and career choices and 
university entry became more prominent... the old ASAT test... [became] the first sort 
of trigger, I suppose, in people's minds about the entrance process that was about to 
begin later on in the year .. then, subsequentiy, there were the QTAC forms ... [I]t was 
my view that at some stage of the campaign we needed to tap in to what was obviously a 
lingering concem about two things: one was the quantum of available places for 
Queensland kids at our universities and the second was the method of selection ... [I]t 
was reasonably late in the campaign ... [when] we made a major announcement that we 
would abolish the TE Score as it was and set up an advisory body or advisory process for 
the inttoduction of a new system which would have as its main features, greater faimess, 
simplicity and equity. (Stephenson, PPA, p. 81) 
And it was such discourse - 'along the lines of "The TE Score will be abolished. It will be a 
fairer system. It will retain intemal assessment'" (Stephenson, PPA, p. 86) - that dominated 
the discursive policy space of higher education entry within Queensland, particularly around the 
State election in December 1989 but also for sometime beyond through its embodiment in the 
Tertiary Entrance Procedures Authority (TEPA), discussed more fully below. As for the 
success of this policy discourse: 
... it was said afterwards, again by ministers and their advisors - Hawke and others, 
since they are the ones who count the votes - that the two most popular initial decisions of 
the Goss Govemment were the abolition of the Special Branch [of the Queensland Police 
Force] and the abolition of the TE Score ... [A]nd that was confirmed to me as I went 
around Queensland. Teachers and parents said to me, 'When we heard the Goss 
Govemment had abolished the TE Score' - people who had kids in high school - 'we 
rejoiced'. (Viviani, AUA, p. 190) 
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7.2.6 Dislocation: the portrayal (and betrayal) of others 
Finally, agenda setting sttategies are also concemed with dislocating competing agendas from 
the discursive policy space. Often such dislocation is dependent on metaphors and slogans, 
and their constmction of binary opposites, to provide the discursive force necessary to establish 
and maintain policy dominance. In Queensland, Labor's dislocation of National Party 
education agendas in the late 1980s tended to revolve around their portrayal as distant, 
irrelevant, uninformed, dated, and even antagonistic. In short, the imagery was that 'it was 
very much a [National Party] State Govemment that was interested in business and farming, 
and the perceptions were that university education wasn't particularly relevant to those things' 
(Wise, CIA, p. 589). 
Even the rhetoric of National Party politicians themselves tended to reinforce this image, whilst 
also indicating an awareness of the potentially disempowering effects of such discourse. Their 
own view, expressed in the Party's political platform, was that 'although the State has a lower 
share of its population enrolled in tertiary education than the national average, it has traditionally 
needed fewer graduates' (National Party of Australia, 1989, p. 3). The private airing of such 
policy within the National Party, was that 'many members of pariiament, or too many people in 
the community for that matter ... [are] impressed by a string of degrees after a person's name' 
(Powell, PPA, p. 62). However, with the change in the Party's leadership in the late 1980s, 
the new Minister for Education was given 'riding insttuctions ... to try to placate the public at 
large ... with regard to the criticism of the TE system and the number of university places' 
(Littleproud, PPA, pp. 38-39). Reflecting this change, the view was modified to reflect that: 
... too many people have got the aspiration to go on to university education and too few 
are recognising the value of TAFE education ... we've got to get the mix right. There's 
only so many people out there who can create the theory and think up the ideas. Then 
you've got to have the artisans and technicians to put it into practice - and we're pretty 
short on that. (Littleproud, PPA, pp. 29-30) 
The dislocation of the National Party from the higher education agenda was also engaged by 
universities themselves in discourse that portrayed Queensland's conservative State 
Govemment as ignorant of, and intimidated by, higher education institutions, but particulariy 
universities. Such discourse primarily served to cast doubt over the credentials of National 
Party politicians to address higher education issues and to question the level of their interest. 
Specifically, from the universities' perspective and compared to other policy areas: 
... the [Queensland] National [Party] Government really took very little interest in 
universities ... [S]ince very few of them - only one or two - had been to university 
themselves, they tended to stay shy of the university ... so we were actually left very 
much alone by the [National Party] State Govemment... I think they didn't really know 
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what universities were about. They were always very nervous about interfering ... » 
(Wilson, AUA, p. 237) 
These references to the lack of university graduates amongst National Party politicians and to 
their general discomfort in dealing with universities, were recurring themes in university 
discourse and porttayed their view that: 
... education didn't have a very high priority on the National Party agenda. I think they 
regarded the universities as trouble spots ... [Tjhere were very few graduates in the 
Cabinet. I think there was only one, in fact, perhaps two, at the time. (Porter, AUA, p. 
154) 
While 'feeling the heat on tertiary entrance ... [that had built up through] demand outstripping 
supply' (Pitman, CIA, p. 558), efforts by the National Party State Govemment to 'placate the 
public' with respect to higher education entry in Queensland included the commissioning of two 
reviews; the Pitman Report (1987) and the Sherrin Committee (1988). The first of these 
reviews was a rather protracted affair, originating within the Board of Senior Secondary 
Studies as eariy as 1983. Such prottaction was indicative of the intent of National Party policy 
even if not of its content or text. While announcing the official formation of the Pitman Review 
in March, 1986, the then Queensland Minister for Education was of the view that 'sometimes 
cabinet commission reviews they hope never ever get back again. It [the Pitman Report] wasn't 
something that was regarded as a high priority' (Powell, PPA, p. 66). 
Those more directiy involved within these reviews of higher education entry were not unaware 
of such priorities. With respect to the Pitman Report: 
... I'm not too sure whether they were really fair dinkum about it or whether at the end of 
the day the whole thing was just too difficult, too complicated ... [T]hey didn't know 
how to bite the bullet, whether to bite [and] what it would ultimately cost them. (Pitman, 
CIA, pp. 560-561) 
Similarly, the Sherrin Committee: 
... was supposed to be looking at [the] supply and demand of tertiary places but was 
actually looking for a way the National Party could make a hero of itself by spending 
some State money on tertiary places. (Kelly, CIA, p. 492) 
The National Party's attempts, then, to change its discourse with respect to higher education 
entry in the lead up to the 1989 State election, suffered from this historical representation of its 
position. In its efforts to make this shift: 
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one of the most intriguing advertisements I think the outgoing National Party 
Govemment had, amongst their achievements [and election promises] at that time, was 
the abolition of the TE Score ... we were just killing ourselves laughing at this, because 
they'd obviously worked out that they had something which was terribly unpopular and 
hadn't seen the political advantage in that. (Stephenson, PPA, p. 81) 
Queensland Labor's portrayal of these efforts - despite similar policy discourse and a 
recognition of a new and genuine concem for higher education entry within the National Party's 
leadership - focused on their opponents' missed opportunities. The sttategy recognised that: 
... Ahem [the National Party Premier of Queensland from 1988 to 1989] - who did have 
a genuine interest in education - when he became Premier he made a last despairing effort, 
but it was too late. In the budget immediately prior to the '89 election, which meant it 
came out in September, he made a big play for education but, of course, it was too late. 
They'd had 32 years prior to that and they hadn't done it [commit State funds to secure 
additional university places]. He was genuine. I don't think he was doing it just for 
political gain. He was a guy who had a university education himself and had an interest, 
but it was too late. (Braddy, PPA, p. 6) 
In this, the dislocation of the National Party from the higher education entry agenda was 
complete. Even in adopting an accommodating discourse for higher education, its new 
positioning was portrayed as 'too little, too late'. 
7.3 LICENSING ISSUES 
Such discussion of the dislocation of certain policy agendas in favour of others, raises a second 
broad and intertelated sttategy in the constmction of policy settlement parameters: the licensing 
or discursive endowment of importance for certain policy makers and their locations. While it 
has been argued above that there is a degree of differentiation conceming policy agendas within 
the state amongst those who are involved in the production of policy, what has also been 
demonstrated is that such differences are necessarily narrowed through the inclusion of some 
'voices' and locations, and the exclusion of others. Moreover, licence to 'speak' policy is not 
granted uniformly but is itself differentiated, as is the authority attributed to the various fomms 
in which they are spoken. That is, the voices of some policy makers may be louder, more 
strategically directed, or expressed with greater authority relative to other policy 'vocalities' -
policy 'speak' for the degree of licence or dominance of policy voices variously located within 
their 'diagram of power' (Ball, 1994a). 
Indeed, it is the sketching of such a diagram that is attempted in this section (and detailed in 
Chapter 8 to follow). In this, the Chapter's archaeology of higher education entry policy is 
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continued but shifts its primary focus from its objectification towards a consideration of its 
conceptual framework and its modality. In particular, the interest here is in the 'grammar' 
among policy making individuals and institutions; the relationships of sequence and 
dependence, both within and between groups, which organise and legitimate Australia's 
diversified entry settlement (outiined in Chapter 6). Such a focus seeks a rich and yet 
systematic account of the many different configurations of policy activity and social relations 
amongst relevant policy makers and institutions and of those prominent amongst them. What is 
argued, then, is the possibility for complexity and coherence, for detail meshed with 
generalisation, and an account cognisant of policy vocality, in a context where: 
... there'd be about 200 significant individuals - ministers and advisors: bureaucratic, 
political and academic - involved in those processes ... . So, obviously, no one 
individual is going to take all of the principal decisions, given that you've got that 
network of people interacting over the kind of decisions that have been taken and the kind 
of developments that the system is undergoing. (Milligan, BPA, p. 339) 
As a way of inttoducing this architecture of Austtalian higher education entry policy, the Chart 
pocketed at the end of this volume attempts its diagrammatic representation. Its boxes, and 
their intemal references to divisions and positions, bracket those institutional 'concepts' 
involved in the organisation of the policy space of higher education entry. The identification of 
individuals and their 'significance' also adds to this conceptual framework, acknowledging 
agency alongside structure as a policy organiser. These are complemented by a sense of 
modality conveyed through the use of connecting arrows, and the recognition of individuals' 
previous vocalities, that signal relations between and amongst organising 'concepts'; their 
sequencing and interdependence hinting at 'mles' of policy formation. 
Yet, such representation cannot and 'does not define a unitary set of stable concepts in well-
defined relations to each other. The picmre is rather one of shifting configurations of changing 
concepts' (Fairclough, 1992, p. 45) - more asymmetrical, temporary and contextually 
dependent, as argued in Chapter 4. What gives this architecture its sense of dynamic are its 
specific rules of formation constituted by a complex group of relations for and within a 
particular policy context. It is these relations, legitimated within an Austtalian diversified entry 
settlement, that inform the parameter-setting sttategies discussed below: the claims to authority, 
initiation of change, conditions of eligibility and manageability, and engagement of space and 
place in the production of higher education entry policy. 
7.3.1 Licensing authority: claiming jurisdiction and penalising indiscretion 
An important first licensing strategy in the production of policy involves the allocation of 
authority to individuals as policy makers. This is more than just a description of the individuals 
and groups of individuals that have been so licensed - a reference to dieir positioning within the 
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conceptual framework of higher education entry - but also to an identification of their claims to 
such licence, the contested nature of their claims, and the penalties threatened and endured for 
indiscretions. That is, there is a concern here for the excavation of a modality amongst 
conceptual organisers. In discussing such licensing strategies, this first section identifies the 
authoritative groups involved in the production of higher education entry policy as politicians 
and political advisors (PPA), bureaucrats and policy advisors (BPA), 'cowboys' and 
independent authorities (CIA), and academics and university administtators (AUA). 
7.3.1.1 The politicians and political advisors 
One of the most prominent 'authorities' active within the policy space of higher education entry 
in the post-war era has been the Australian federal govemment. Such prominence has been 
particularly evident since the mid 1970s when the State govemments of Australia - the 
universities' legislative 'masters' - agreed to hand over total financial responsibility for higher 
education to the Whitiam federal Govemment. As argued in Chapter 6 and above, this 'new' 
federal involvement was pursued most vigorously and authoritatively from 1987 to 1996, in a 
context where the federal Govemment's expectation was that its financial contribution would 
result in a more demonstrable reflection within the higher education sector of its national 
agendas. Indeed, it was this 'national' discourse that sought not only to establish common 
agendas across contexts but also to establish the federal govemment as the legitimate 'bearer' of 
them. In more colloquial terms: 
... it's the rail gauge logic. If you want trains to mn from one State to another, they are 
more efficient if they're on a standard gauge. Well, if you want people to be able to move 
as skilled labour across the country, it's more efficient if the educational infrasttucture is 
common. (Gallagher, BPA, p. 302) 
The implication here - voiced in popular metaphor to strengthen its appeal and dissimulate its 
consequences - is that acceptance of this 'rail gauge' logic for higher education also means 
accepting the federal government as the legitimate 'station master'. Elsewhere within the 
Australian state this was expressed more explicidy: 'There's been quite a push from the 
Commonwealth to shift ... the responsibility for university to a more central sort of position' 
(Tabrett, BPA, p. 353). However - perhaps in keeping with the differentiated nature of rail 
gauges between Australian States - the federal Government's intentions were not without 
opposition. States might well have surtendered their financial responsibilities, but not their 
licence to legislate for the governance of higher education institutions. In other words, 'just 
because you take away the essential funding role of the State, it doesn't mean it doesn't acmally 
have a say in what goes on' (Stephenson, PPA, p. 93). With a desire to claim such jurisdiction 
from the States: 
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... one of the things Dawkins tried to do in the context of the White Paper and tried again 
in the context of this review of functional responsibility was to make it into a national 
system with all universities on ... Commonwealth Acts. And they had a draft standard 
university act ... They had one in their pocket. I'm sure they still have it filed away 
somewhere waiting for the day when it will become politically easy or possible again ... I 
don't have any doubt about it. But they couldn't get agreement from the States. And I 
don't believe they'd get agreement from the universities, and the reason is that there's a 
degree of protection from intervention by having a triangular relationship. It is much 
harder for the Commonwealth to effect direct control on policy intervention in a system 
where the legislative power remains with the State govemment and financial management 
- responsibility of financial management - is a function of the State govemment. (Tabrett, 
BPA, p. 370) 
Demonsttated here is the situated namre of authority; its dependency on historical stmcmres that 
limit jurisdictions for some policy makers and claim them for others. These stmctures became 
targets for federal government strategies and strategists in their efforts to renegotiate 
authoritative boundaries. In a context where there appeared no agreement to alter legislative 
responsibility for higher education, 'the Australian Education Council ... had a joint working 
party, and one of the things that working party did was look at the allocation of money direct to 
higher education institutions' (Whittleston, BPA, p. 400). Hence, while 'the Constitution has 
historically made the money payable to the States' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 353), the AEC review of 
Australian govemments' functional responsibility reorganised the financial management of 
higher education so that: 
... the block operating grant goes to institutions and they decide what their priorities are 
and they decide how they're going to jiggle numbers across the courses ... [T]he 
legislation went through in 1991 - the direct payments to institutions in fact no longer 
went through the States. ... [T]he Commonwealth ... took the decision to fund higher 
education and it wanted the money to go to those institutions and not to go to State 
Treasuries for them to decide, 'Oh, look, we'll give this money to something else'. 
Otherwise, the pressure would still be coming back to the Federal government. 
(Whittleston, BPA, p. 399) 
Such comment also raises the possibility for responsibility to be separated from authority, of 
jurisdictions claimed but not held, and of multiple authorities within policy contexts. For 
example, for the purposes of increasing direct federal involvement in the financial management 
of universities, the review was cleariy successful. However, in terms of reducing State 
involvement in the higher education scene, there was little change. States continued to claim 
diat: 
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Whilst they [universities] were being funded substantially by the Commonwealth 
govemment, we were still left with the legislative requirement to base them. We had to 
pass Acts of Pariiament to set up universities, so we had the legislative control and 
couldn't leave that vacuum. And secondly, in practice, the Commonwealth, although it 
was funding them and was controlling by its financial power the numbers of people who 
would get access to university and was beginning to conttol by its financial power where 
the universities would be, they still hadn't and still haven't evolved to a situation where 
they were deciding which students would come in ... and if we hadn't stepped in and 
continued to step in - or stayed in - there would have been a vacuum. It was very 
important. It was our responsibility. (Braddy, PPA, pp. 14-15) 
In short. States had strong political reasons for their involvement in university affairs, not least 
because: 
... in the long mn, it seems to me, that the Parliament has a role in that... it has to be the 
source of expression of public opinion and the Minister is one of the cogs in that pattem 
... the Parliament and 'Ergo' the Minister have a responsibility to interpret public opinion. 
(Tabrett, BPA, p. 357) 
In this respect the States claimed a certain proximity to the electorate and a level of 
responsiveness that they suggested was unachievable by a federal govemment. In their view: 
... the Commonwealth's understanding - average understanding of the system - is too 
crude to meet the needs of the system that is represented in Caims and Canberra ... 
people say, 'Well, the States are a problem in this'. I mean the States are just one 
organising principle. It doesn't have to be a State. It could be a regional govemment, or 
it could be anything you like, but there does need to be a player in there. (Tabrett, BPA, 
p. 374) 
As an organising concept, then, the States positioned themselves as 'a nice buffer' (Gallagher, 
BPA, p. 302) against Commonwealth intmsion into universities and as representing 'one of the 
ways of keeping a check on the Commonwealth performance' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 370), 
measured against 'our own particular State objectives' (Stephenson, PPA, p. 94) and 
guaranteed through mechanisms that ensure 'nothing is approved without a three-way 
agreement' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 352). Hence, while the States' licence might have been 
technically limited to matters of legislation: 
... our interest is in getting the best possible Commonwealth deal for higher education in 
Queensland, against the best possible understanding of what Queensland is - where the 
population is, what the educational experiences and needs are, what the research 
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opportunities are, what the opportunities are for economic development. We try to get an 
expression of State strategic priorities across every issue - across the spectmm of issues -
and mn them off against money from the Commonwealth; to maximise the money from 
the Commonwealth and then cross it across those strategic priorities as best we can. A lot 
of our work is in that sort of area - identifying those priorities, trying to get them out on 
the table, negotiating them with instimtions so that we get a shared position about them ... 
to try to negotiate a shared understanding of what all that is and then to persuade the 
Commonwealth to direct it that way. (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 374-375) 
In practice, adopting this 'watchdog' mentality with respect to the federal govemment meant: 
... we were always after them [the federal govemment] on that issue [of increasing the 
funding for university places in Queensland]. 1 mean lots and lots of times we were after 
them, constantiy hartowing them and snapping at their heels over the issue, and we used 
to get a littie bit here, a little bit there. We used to win a bit - several times we'd win a bit 
- but we never won enough to satisfy us. (Braddy, PPA, p.18) 
Authoritative claims to jurisdiction with respect to higher education entry also varied within 
States. For example, while Queensland politicians might have made relatively similar claims 
regarding higher education, in practice their 'licensing' of relevant policy architects was 
considerably different. In the reviews of higher education entry policy in Queensland during 
the 1980s, for example: 
There was no direct contact with the Premier [Bjelke-Petersen]. 1 think his involvement 
in education in those days was minimal. He preferred to put his time into industrial 
development or whatever. His attitude was 'What's wrong with this confounded 
education system? After all, it takes a big slice of the budget. Why can't it just get on 
with the business? And anyway, universities are probably a little bit sus. anyway'. 
(Pitman, CIA, p. 560) 
As argued above, later Queensland govemments and their ministers championed a more central 
position for education policy. Hence, in appointing policy experts to review university 
enttance: 
... the Cabinet decision was on the 5th Febmary, 1990, so you're looking at, I suppose, 
discussions in January 1990, with the Minister of the day, Paul Braddy who probably, I 
think, would have discussed it with the Premier and a number of others. (Stephenson, 
PPA, p. 87) 
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Indeed, a coordinated approach to pohcy matters, including those relating to education, had 
been budt in to Queensland Labor Govemment operations weU before it took office. From mid 
1988: 
There was the 'inner sanctum' of Goss' office, and then prior to the election they aU got 
somebody [from die AWU faction of die ALP] - each of die proposed ministers aU got 
somebody to help them get it right. Mike [Stephenson] went over to Braddy and then 
stayed as the secretary. (Name withheld) 
These changes in Queensland pohtics represented an important shift over die 1987-1996 period 
in the hcensing of mirusterial participation in the pohcy production process. Whereas prior to 
1989 it seemed that individual ministers made pohcy decisions informed and perhaps even 
dnected by advice from bureaucratic levels of govemment - diat is, 'you rehed very much on 
your senior officers to run the show and keep you abreast of where you're going' (Littleproud, 
PPA, p. 53) - under Queensland Labor, ministers were more heavdy uifluenced by advice and 
direction from pohtical levels of govemment. This shift was particularly evident in die 
production of education pohcy, where: 
Littieproud was ... a nice man but he basicaUy was the sort of Minister who just signed 
the mail. So whatever was going on when he arrived as Minister continued ... it's ki the 
public [Hansard] record where he criticised me severely, or what he terms severely, some 
time after I was the Muiister for Education. He described me as being 'Whitlamesque'. 
What he said that meant was that as a Minister I was making pohcy for die Education 
Department. Whereas, he said, die wisdom and genius of die Queensland Education 
Department had always been diat die Minister did what die experts told him to do, rather 
than the Minister making pohcy and getting the Department to do things diat die Minister 
thought were important. (Braddy, PPA, p. 7) 
7.3.1.2 The bureaucrats and policy advisors 
This is not to suggest diat under Labor die bureaucrats' hcence to advise ministers on pohcy 
development was revoked - even though at some levels of die state diek 'official' Westininster 
stance was, 'my clear brief, coming in when 1 did, was diat I was diere to unplement not 
develop new policy' (Mdhgan, BPA, p. 343) - but diat such hcence was more overtiy and 
consciously subjected to political scmtiny. To make this point more clearly, under Labor policy 
making was acknowledged widiin the state as primarily a political activity, krespective of which 
of its agents - political, bureaucratic or otherwise - were so engaged. Whde such recognition 
imphed a new responsiveness requked of bureaucrats. Labor ministers claimed that they were: 
... not interested in a pohticised Public Service. But that doesn't mean pubhc servants 
have to be pohtical neuters. We want men and women who have thek own ideas, who 
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are ready to take the initiative, combined with a high degree of political sensitivity. (Paul 
Keating, Austtalian Prime Minister, in Tingle, 1995) 
This changed understanding of the political nature of public service became more prevalent 
within the Austtalian state even though the 'cloak' of bureaucratic neutrality remained 'stamped' 
on their policy contributions. Historically: 
... that public service mentality of 'I have no views on this matter', you know, 'the 
minister may make an announcement, but I have no views on this matter' - that's part of 
that professional culture ... [So] when he [Gallagher] was asked about the Beazley 
statement he said, 'Oh, no, the Minister told me to write that. I was writing what the 
Minister wanted.' And it is my conviction that is not right, that he in fact wrote what he 
thought should be happening ... [P]ublic servants aren't ever authors and don't ever 
claim authorship and all that sort of thing, but you have to recognise that that is where 
policies come from ... [That] attitude has got to be the more honest one, that public 
servants are involved in making [policy] ... I don't know what you'd be paying him 
[Gallagher] for if you weren't paying him for policy advice. Decisions may be made by 
ministers, but the options are surely designed, consttucted by your policy advisors in the 
department. They're not just implementing the fabulous ideas that the minister has had 
this morning ... [And the range of options that advisors offer] excludes others and it 
prioritises, it orders. (Wise, CIA, pp. 607,611) 
The extent to which bureaucrats were licensed to develop policy in this way was also dependent 
on the minister of the day; whether the minister had a particular politics to pursue within the 
portfolio and how much room this allowed for bureaucratic 'discretion'. That is: 
... in the end whether policies get picked up, or pushed, depends on political leadership. 
Even with this Govemment, with great respect to the Prime Minister, he has given the 
leadership that makes it happen, but a hell of a lot of the ideas he's mn with come from 
others. I think there is nothing wrong with that. Many of those ideas were Public 
Service ideas, not exclusively, and some ideas the Public Service encouraged. (Michael 
Keating, Head of the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, and of the Federal 
Public Service, in Tingle, 1995) 
Evidence of ministers varying the parameters for bureaucratic involvement in policy production 
was also apparent within Queensland, and within areas of higher education entry, where; 
Paul [Braddy] had an agenda for education. He'd been the Shadow Minister and he had a 
very clear agenda. There were certain reforms and changes that he was bloody going to 
do if it killed him - and that's very refreshing, that's a very good environment. Whereas, 
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the curtent minister [Pat Comben] came to education saying, 'I don't have an agenda for 
education' ... [I]t is much harder to get policy directions and it makes a minister 
vulnerable, I think, to the pet theories and ambitions of bureaucrats. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 
388) 
While policy 'vacuums' might allow for greater bureaucratic licence, they can also create 
potentially dangerous consequences for those who extend this licence beyond ministerial 
direction. The relocation of Michael Gallagher, from one DEET division to another - after 
'Gallagher came out essentially with a 1% clawback before the Govemment had had an 
opportunity to think about any of these proposals as to what might happen' (Wilson, AUA, pp. 
246-247) - provides a good example of the very real limits imposed on bureaucrats as policy 
makers, and the strategies employed by politicians to ensure that their own broad view prevails. 
Gallagher, as Head of the Higher Education Division, was legitimately involved in developing 
such policy and: 
... it would seem to me quite reasonable, certainly for someone in his position, if he was 
relating well to his superiors to have floated an idea that one option might be this. But it 
seemed to come out rather more that it was clearly an option the Government was 
considering, as opposed to an option that was simply in the paper development stage. 
And that's the thing that annoyed Crean. (Wilson, AUA, p. 247) 
Moreover: 
... it was the last straw, rather than the critical factor as I understand it ... I heard that 
there were six or seven times when he went ahead of his Department Head. But it was 
the Minister who was so pissed off at the reaction to this 1% that I don't think he had 
even heard about, let alone the Government, that he rang Volker and Volker simply 
shifted him. (Wilson, AUA, p. 247) 
What is important to note here, then, is that even though bureaucrats were more openly 
acknowledged as involved in the production of policy, their policy activity still required the 
imprimatur of ministers, which set the parameters for the 'acceptable'. Without such 
endorsement, bureaucrats invite: 
... concems expressed about the way some policy announcements have been made ... the 
way some of these things have filtered out ... 1 think that people are never sure what 
status those statements have had. Some of them, I think, probably should have been 
made by ministers rather than senior bureaucrats ... the mistake was that he [Michael 
Gallagher] went public on some of these things ... instead of floating ideas in what he 
thought were going to be closed sessions at the recent meeting of Chairmen of Academic 
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Boards in Tasmania - and that's where this has all leaked out from ... it was probably a 
bit of an embartassment to Crean and to the Govemment that it should have got out. 
Anyway, I know that Ian Chubb went and saw Crean ... And as a result of that, Crean 
sent them [DEET] back to the drawing board to have another go at it. (Hambly, CIA, p. 
486) 
These broad comments are collectively indicative of the differentiated and contested nature of 
licences issued for the production of higher education entry policy within and between 
govemments and the defining effects that these differences have on the licensing of bureaucrats. 
They are observations not lost amongst ministers and bureaucrats at various levels of the state. 
In 1991, for example: 
... Dawkins still had responsibility for higher education, even though Peter Baldwin was 
Minister for Higher Education ... [Sjtate premiers don't go to junior ministers - State 
premiers go to PMs or senior ministers, so that would have been at that level of 
discussion at which Peter Baldwin and I would not have been party to. We would have 
just been given, 'fix it' ... [W]hen those extra places out of the TAFE money went to 
higher education, that was driven by Dawkins' office, not by our office - even though I 
was the Higher Education Advisor, and even though Peter Baldwin was Minister for 
Higher Education. (Whittleston, BPA, p. 413) 
7.3.1.3 The 'cowboys' and independent authorities 
Further licence variation and limiting also occurted across other levels of the state, including 
those policy actors associated with stamtory authorities. In the case of higher education entry: 
... it's quite easy for these authorities to become branded as cowboys, and they are 
viewed typically as cowboys because they're not bound by the same level of 
accountability to the political process or the financial processes ... [Sjtamtory authorities 
... are not obliged to account financially in the same way, and the political process is not 
as hard on them because they can always say, 'Well, we're an independent authority'. 
(Tabrett, BPA, p. 383) 
The imagery of statutory authorities as 'cowboys' is revealing and not just of these authorities 
diemselves. At one level their 'branding' signals an independence that is envied by bureaucrats; 
a licence to advise and even act without restriction imposed by current political imperatives. At 
another level it signals the bureaucracy's limited ability to regulate altemative sources of policy 
advice, except through their representation as illegitimate. Interestingly, the same imagery has 
been used to describe the radically conservative challenge in the 1980s to corporate liberalism 
within the United States of America (Wexler & Grabiner, 1986, p. 13). What both uses reveal 
is a coalition of interests at the margins of control amongst groups committed to a different 
Chapter 7: Strategies in establishing settlement parameters 
180 
policy direction. The licensing of the Tertiary Entrance Procedures Authority (TEPA), for 
example, entitied it to: 
... speak to the Minister directly. We attend a number of functions together. We 
organise some, I might go to other ones that he invites me to, and he invites other senior 
people from various organisations to them. It's a very good relationship - a working 
relationship. I provide briefing notes for the Minister and his staff on various things. He 
asks for some and I provide others because it seems to be a good idea. (Cameron, CIA, 
p. 449) 
What is implied here is a stmctural artangement between bureaucracy and statutory authority 
that represents them as similarly positioned in relation to the minister, although perhaps not 
with the same limits placed on the 'floating' of policy directions. For some, in conceiving of 
the relationship amongst these organising concepts of higher education entry: 
... it's best to describe it as a port-folio stmcture. The Department of Education is 
basically the Department of School Education and the Minister sits up here and then there 
are a number of statutory authorities and other non-statutory bodies but not strictly 
Departmental bodies, that are under the umbrella of the port-folio. So there's the Office 
of Non-State Schooling, which is just over diere. There's the Office of Higher Education 
and then over here you have the statutory authorities like TEPA and the Board and a 
variety of other sort of agencies that will report to the Minister. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 353) 
However, such description of the architecture of higher education entry in Queensland suggests 
a certain parity amongst advisors and amongst their advice not reflected in the eariier 'cowboy' 
portrayal of their varying degrees of policy making freedoms and constraints. Nor does it 
account for the unequal distribution of access to the minister related to these differences. The 
Office of Higher Education (OHE), for example, while 'formally employees of the Departinent' 
(Tabrett, BPA, p. 353), was itself once a statutory authority, having grown 'out of what was 
the old ... Board of Advanced Education' (Stephenson, PPA, p. 93) and privileged as 'the only 
group that ever came straight to me [as minister] and not through the DG' (Powell, PPA, p. 
66). Then, in response to the Dawkins' reforms which dispensed with Colleges of Advanced 
Education and 'under Paul Braddy's stewardship ... [it was repositioned within the 
bureaucracy as] a source of advice to him on higher education matters, to provide the basis for 
State positions' (Stephenson, PPA, p. 93). Significantly, in the transition from statutory 
authority to an office within the bureaucracy, it retained: 
... a policy line direct to the Minister - our advice goes direct to the Minister, and by 
agreement no one modifies it. That's not to say that the Minister can't send it out to the 
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Director-General who he sees as his chief advisor and get a second lot of advice on it. 
(Tabrett, BPA, p. 354) 
Signalled here is a clear strategy in the licensing of policy actors in higher education entry 
connected with advisors' distance from the minister; a distance governed by their structural 
location and the channels through which their advice must pass. Typically within 
bureaucracies, policy lines are hierarchical in nature and advice tends to be filtered through its 
various levels. But for statutory authorities, channels of policy influence can appear less 
restricted and restrictive. The Office of Higher Education is interesting in this respect given its 
bureaucratic repositioning and its direct access to the Minister, which perhaps reflected the 
importance (argued above) with which the Queensland Labor Govemment regarded higher 
education, albeit in a context influenced by Dawkins' reforms. Important also, it seems, was 
for that advice to be closer and more responsive to the political process. Such proximity 
required the OHE: 
... to keep an eye on, to monitor how well the State does out of the Commonwealth 
allocative process, and to advise the govemment on how to approach [their federal 
counterparts, to advise] on lobbying for an improvement if that's necessary. And, of 
course, historically, it has been. So this has been a significant sort of function from day 
1: to count up how many beans we got, which was never quite a big enough share, and 
then to generate whinges at the highest level. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 351) 
The Queensland Board of Senior Secondary School Studies provides another interesting case 
with respect to statutory authorities' access to ministers with their policy advice on higher 
education entry. The Board's intemal configuration: 
... was essentially like the body of stakeholders - very much schooling oriented. And [it] 
did it in a way that I think - whilst universities got what they wanted - protected the best 
of what was in schools. But they did all the work - they did it all - and did the brokering 
work. They were the go-between in a way - that's essentially their main role and a 
satisfier of the universities. And they did it very weU, I think. (Kelly, CIA, p. 495) 
However, by the mid 1980s the view of the Queensland Minister for Education was that with 
respect to higher education entry 'the Board of Secondary School Studies had forgotten its 
major charter and it was now leaning towards the universities' (Powell, PPA, p. 61). 
Forgotten, too, perhaps, was that: 
... in the end, the Minister holds all the cards anyway. The curtent Act conceming the 
Board states that on tertiary enttance matters, it is to advise the Minister and do whatever 
he tells them to do from time to time ... 'to advise the Minister of principles relating to 
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tertiary entrance, to undertake such procedures in relation to tertiary entrance as the 
Minister may from time to time direct'. (Maxwell, AUA, pp. 133-134) 
In 'playing' these 'cards', or renegotiating the Board's licence to produce policy, it was the 
passage of advice - redirected through the bureaucracy - rather than the Board's stmcmral 
distance from the Minister, that was adjusted to ensure a particular political responsiveness 
from the Board. These changed relations meant that in submitting advice to the Minister on 
higher education entry issues: 
A minute would have come from the Board of Secondary School Studies through the 
Director-General [DG] of Education to me. And I would have discussed the matter with 
the Director-General of Education whom I always regarded as being my chief adviser in 
education. And that also irked the Board because I made them go through the DG 
whereas previously they'd come straight to me. (Powell, PPA, pp. 65-66) 
Indeed, this was a strategy employed by ministers (and bureaucrats) with respect to most 
statutory authorities and was not just applied to Queensland's Board of Senior Secondary 
School Studies. More generally, 'when it comes to the cmnch, you get advice from a stamtory 
authority, which goes to a minister and the first thing the Minister does is he gets advice from 
his department on it, before he does anything about it' (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 382-383). Even at a 
federal level: 
... the Department is always, if you like, advisor of last resort. It's the 'last gasp' 
advisor to ministers. Ministers have different advisory mechanisms at their disposal but 
at the end of the day they tend to throw it to the Secretary of the Department or back to the 
managers of particular programs, and say what do you think of this? Cabinet briefings 
and preparation of Cabinet submissions - that's all Departmental business. That's not 
statutory authority business. (Milligan, BPA, p. 341) 
What is interesting in this strategic adjustment by ministers to the vocality of their policy 
advisors, particularly with respect to the OHE and the Board, is that, within the bureaucracy, 
proximity to the Minister ensured a certain political responsiveness by and recognition for 
bureaucrats, but for statutory authorities such responsiveness was attempted by rechannelling 
advice through the Ministers' most senior bureaucrats. Such positional adjustment of policy 
advisors and their advice was even attempted with respect to independent authorities not directiy 
responsible to or within the Minister's jurisdiction. For example, even though the Queensland 
Tertiary Admissions Centre (QTAC) was officially a creation of Queensland universities, 
ministers 'played' on the popular perception that: 
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... 'out there' a lot of people think that QTAC is run by and funded by the Education 
Department... This year apart, I've had a couple of phone calls from somebody in the 
Minister's office saying 'Oh, we've had a call from Mrs So and So. Can you fix this up 
or we want your advice ... [I]n some years we used to get ministerials all the time. And 
I've always taken the view - well, I've always just responded. My counterpart in New 
South Wales sends them back. He says, 'I don't write ministerial correspondence', but 
then I just think they're our applicants. He shouldn't have got them anyway. 
(McClelland, CIA, p. 539) 
Further, as this comments implies, ministers were not the only policy actors involved in the 
determination of the licence held by state agents. Along with ministers, bureaucracies and 
statutory authorities also sought to strategically position themselves within a 'working 
relationship' (Cameron, CIA, p. 449), even when legislatively they perceived that there was 
'unquestionably a bit of overlap between our [OHE] major function and TEPA's function in 
that area' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 351). Hence, while there was a perception of potential conflict in 
the production of policy, since Labor's reconfiguration of Queensland's higher education entry 
architecture: 
It's all been kept fairiy smooth by the fact that Bevan [Pope, at OHE (formerly BAE)] and 
Barry [Cameron, at TEPA] and Avril [McClelland, at QTAC] have been a research team 
in the past, and continue to be quite a team ...[So] we don't rush to the Minister and say 
you've got to get these guys out of our patch. (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 351-352) 
Such strategy in the production of higher education entry policy involved policy actors 
exploiting their mutual associations, particularly those that drew on the OHE's prior stams as a 
statutory authority. Previously, as the Board of Advanced Education, 'Bevan Pope who is 
now there, Alan Smith who is now there, Anne Tanner who is now there - were all employed 
while I was secretary to the organisation' (Cameron, CIA, p. 434). In other words, even 
though the OHE was later repositioned within the mainstream of Queensland's education 
bureaucracy, through the continuity of its policy actors it retained those connections and 
dispositions associated with its statutory past. A similar strategy of 'cross-pollination', 
although not as dependent on historical connections, was also employed across State and 
federal levels in the positioning of the Head of the OHE as a member of the relevant federal 
statutory authority. In short: 
... Leigh Tabrett's ... involvement on the Higher Education Council has made a big 
difference as well to things. And she has clearly a major role to play in the whole 
NBEET sttucture through her involvement in the Higher Education Council. (Cameron, 
CIA, p. 435) 
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7.3.1.4 The academics and university administtators 
A final group of state actors authorised to produce Austtalian higher education entry policy are 
those positioned within universities themselves. Historically, ministers have had some 
difficulty in limiting university administtators' licence to produce such policy, particularly given 
their broad charter of autonomy from state control. At both State and federal levels within 
Austtalia, govemments have: 
... always said that what universities teach is their decision - they're autonomous. And 
they are always telling us they know best and for content of curriculum they obviously do 
have better understanding. (Whittleston, BPA, p. 412) 
But even this admission of university autonomy hints at a claim by other actors within the state 
for the containment of such broad freedoms (through demarcating the academic from its 
management) as well as of the frustrations and oppositions encountered in the attempt. 
Autonomy, in the context of higher education entry, implied no such separation for universities. 
Rather, universities understood their autonomy to mean that: 
... the Academic Board mns the academic management of the University [including the 
management, through its Education Committee, of student admissions] ... There's two 
aspects, I suppose, of admissions. One of them is the quota and the decisions about the 
quota and how many students we're taking into each course ... those bids are put up by 
the Dean and they're approved through the Deputy Vice-Chancellor ... those quota 
negotiations are done in conjunction with the profile negotiations with DEET each year, 
and that's done by the Deputy Vice-Chancellor ... [The other is] the Admissions Policy 
which relates really to the Admissions mles for each course ... in other words who you 
admit and who you won't admit, and they're administered by the Deans. They're 
approved through the Education Committee obviously but they're administered by the 
Deans. (Rosenman, AUA, pp. 167, 169) 
Yet, in claiming this freedom to manage its entry policies, universities conceded that: 
... we are State institutions and we run under a State Act. We're a statutory authority in 
Queensland, so we're subject to all the legislation that applies to statutory authorities. 
The Minister for Education is the person who administers our Act and I think the State 
govemments here have been very circumspect in the way they tteat the universities. I 
think they've been very sensible. They haven't attempted to interfere in the way they 
operate and they have used them as experts. But in some areas, clearly, they have a 
political agenda which they expect the universities to contribute to. (Porter, AUA, p. 
165) 
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A similar relationship existed between universities and the federal govemment in as much as 
there was acceptance that higher education instimtions: 
... are autonomous in determining what are the criteria and even who are the students that 
can be accepted for their courses ... [but] institutions are dependent on the Federal 
govemment for determining the funding and therefore determining the admissions 
numbers ... [I]n the constraints of total numbers or constraints of school leavers ... or 
whatever - within those constraints, institutions are free to determine the method of 
selection, and, in fact, have a say or, in fact of point how many, and who will be chosen. 
(Page, AUA, p. 143) 
Even with these constraints, including the ability of State govemments to make strategic 
appointments to university goveming bodies - for example, 'Llew Edwards was on the Senate 
[of the University of Queensland] ... when he was Treasurer' (Powell, PPA, p. 75) - the 
perception has been that 'as a State Minister, you can't direct the universities' (Littleproud, 
PPA, p. 36). At least, this was the view promoted within Queensland by the larger and older 
institutions such as: 
... the University of Queensland, for example, which regards itself as more important and 
more powerful and more enduring than any new State govemment. As far as it is 
concemed, the State govemment is just a minor irritant that has to be got on side to allow 
it to do what it wants to do. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 371) 
Smaller and newer Queensland universities, in claiming licence to participate in policy 
development, adopted a different strategic position in relation to State govemments, aware that 
on certain issues 'they can get more action from the State govemment and find more benefit in 
having a player at State govemment level' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 371). Certainly this was the 
relationship claimed by Queensland's Labor Govemment, if not by these universities 
themselves, through their assertion that: 
We've got a proven track record in terms of involvement, and we've also got a proven 
commitment to funding. I mean, as well as places, we've been kicking in money all over 
the place - for regional campuses and things like that, which they would never have seen 
years ago. And I think they understand that if universities - if they have a legitimate 
proposal or ideas that will benefit the State that they will get a good hearing from us. I 
suspect that's what the sttength is. And I suspect that's why we have a good relationship 
with them ... I think at the end of the day, from their point of view, there's more to be 
gained from a relationship with us than not. (Stephenson, PPA, p. 94) 
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Such comments also indicate a certain differentiation between higher education instimtions and 
their licences to determine entry policy; a josding that became apparent in the mid 1980s with: 
... strong intemal movements and thrusts within die system, led by the Central Institutes 
of Technology - you know, QIT, RMIT etc. - they were breaking away from their own 
particular grouping that was the college sector. They'd positioned themselves already 
towards the university model. (Milligan, BPA, p. 321) 
One response by dominant universities concerned to maintain their influence over the 
production of higher education policy involved a claim to difference within the broader 
designation of what it meant to be a university. For example: 
... the University of Melboume and the University of Queensland and the University of 
Sydney, maybe Adelaide and WA to some extent, would all argue that they actually 
should be becoming research universities, not teaching universities. (Whittleston, BPA, 
p. 420) 
A similar sfrategy by universities was to claim superior standards, with direct consequences for 
entry policy. For instance, the rhetoric surrounding the University of Queensland was that: 
There is no doubt it is the best university in the State - no doubt about that. There is no 
doubt it is one of the best in the country. There is no doubt about that either ... And I 
have no doubt that we are intemationally recognised ... I think this is a great instimtion. 
So, part of my job is to keep it that way, and look after standards ... some of the student 
recruitment activities may seem to be counter-productive in so far as we're beating 
smdents off with sticks, but in actual fact, the activity is to ensure that the standards are 
maintained. (Page, AUA, pp. 141-142) 
Claims to superiority, however, were more often sustained by strategic alliances rather than by 
the claims of single institutions. Hence, within the context of higher education entry policy 
production, it was apparent that: 
The AVCC credit transfer working party was a compromise because a number of the 
other universities went ga-ga at the prospect of Monash [University] having such leverage 
in the sector [through a monopoly over sector-wide assessment of smdents' prior studies 
for credit]. It was nothing more than that. It was an anti-Monash thing. (Gallagher, 
BPA, p. 303) 
Significant individuals within universities were also well aware of this need to establish and 
work within alliances. For example, the University of Queensland's Vice-Chancellor, 'Brian 
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Wilson has been [and] is very good about his relationship with the State and his place in the 
State system' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 372). Moreover, he was 'a pretty astute man, and he was 
always, it seemed to me, to be thinking about the good of the State and the community as a 
whole rather than looking after his own patch' (Littleproud, PPA, p. 37). Within these broad 
parameters, Wilson: 
... never pushed the University of Queensland outside the overall Queensland context ... 
I've only pushed the Queensland figures. I've talked often about South East Queensland, 
because the absolute magnitude of the problem is going to be greater there than 
elsewhere. (Wilson, AUA, p. 244) 
In part, Wilson's strategy was to locate the interests of the University of Queensland within the 
interests of Queensland universities as a whole and to form alliances which might be to their 
mumal benefit. Hence, his involvement in the formation of the Committee of Queensland Vice-
Chancellors (CQVC): 
... seems to have arisen basically because of a Commonwealth interest in having a fomm 
where there would be State representatives from higher education - one from each State 
... the [Queensland] universities had a concem that in the absence of CQVC it would be 
the Director of the Board of Advanced Education as someone who had at least more than 
a single institution responsibility. And 1 guess we felt at the time that we ought to 
essentially present another possibility - the Chair of the Committee of Queensland Vice 
Chancellors ... It was a protective element so that the universities wouldn't be represented 
by somebody whose main responsibility was the Colleges of Advanced Education, as the 
Queensland person talking about higher education in the absence of an Office of Higher 
Education in the State. (Wilson, AUA, p. 255) 
The pursuit of this sttategy, of claiming licence across the boundaries of individual universities, 
was also apparent in more institutionally-specific contexts such as the profile negotiations with 
DEET. Drawing on a Queensland universities' perspective to negotiate the University of 
Queensland's allocation of funds and university places, Wilson was able to argue that: 
... we haven't had the exposure ... We don't have a lot of ... people involved. We've 
got them on grants committees and so on but ... it's limited because we've never had 
anybody on the Commissions, the Universities Council and ... the HEC ... [Tjhat's 
incredible because there must have been 200 people who have been serving academics 
who have been on those groups over that 40 year period - maybe more than that. We've 
never had one from any Queensland instimtion as a serving academic ... [T]hat omission 
of Queensland academics is incredible - and I put that in purposely for the next fight we 
have on it [during our profile negotiations with DEET]. That was the reason we've been 
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under-funded - we've never had anybody to make the case who has known from the 
inside what the situation is. (Wilson, AUA, p. 268) 
What is interesting here in this discussion of the licensing of higher education entry authorities 
is the way in which the boundaries were drawn between these organising concepts to form 
collectives of interests and to represent these as more authoritative than others. What is 
significant is that this occurted both within and across the conceptual boundaries of politicians 
and political advisors, bureaucrats and policy advisors, statutory 'cowboys' and independent 
authorities, and academics and university administtators. 
7.3.2 Licensing change: withdrawing, redrawing internal boundaries 
Along with the identification of boundaries between and amongst the organising concepts of 
higher education entry policy, emphasis also needs to be given to their dynamic and 'shifting 
configurations' (Fairclough, 1992, p. 45). Higher education entry concepts and texts are not 
permanentiy fixed, and nor are their discursive boundaries or alliances, but they are organised 
in ways that tend to hide their ttansience and interdependency. Evidence of this mobility of 
higher education entry concepts and their relations has already been conveyed above in relation 
to the licensing stmggles of authorities; their claims to licence and the penalties imposed on 
those whose claims exceed their authority. Here the discussion is advanced by focusing on 
strategies employed to change Australian higher education entry's conceptual framework. In 
particular, the emphasis is on the interrelated strategies of withdrawing and redrawing 
conceptual boundaries as part of the policy process of licensing change. 
7.3.2.1 Withdrawing commitment to established boundaries 
One example of the withdrawal of established commitments to settlement boundaries can be 
found in the interactions surtounding Queensland's Board of Secondary School Studies. At its 
inception the Board was a central figure in the production of higher education entry policy in 
Queensland. But from the mid 1980s: 
There was always a reasonable sort of ... rivalry between the Directorate of Secondary 
Education and the Board of Secondary School Studies ... [and] one of the 
recommendations that I made to Government in 1986,1 think, was that the Board of 
Secondary School Studies should be done away with ... I wanted to see more 
responsibility with the Directorate of Secondary Education rather than having it just as a 
... group that ttansferted teachers around the State. I wanted it [the Directorate] to have a 
curriculum responsibility [and] they wanted to take the curriculum responsibility, but of 
course couldn't with the Board of Secondary School Studies sitting there. And the Board 
just seemed to me to eat up large amounts of money and not give us much. (Powell, 
PPA, pp. 59-60) 
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Indicative of these changed relations in the formation of higher education entry policy, the 
relationship between the Board, the Minister and the Queensland Department of Education 
became so fragmented diat: 
... there was a 'go' at the Board in the late '80s by the Department who got miffed that 
they no longer controlled senior schooling, and senior schooling became sexy. It 
became, you know, where the action was ... the Department hated it. They were under 
political pressure to get vocational ed. into schools quickly. So they started then their 
attempts to get control back to the Department, which involved trying to give the Board 
the chop ... [T]he Board lost its mandate for Junior schooling. That was what that was 
all about. It used to be the Board of Three Ss [BSSS] ... it then became the Board of 
Four Ss [BSSSS]. (Kelly, CIA, pp. 495-496) 
The consequences of these changed intemal borders and loyalties were to render the Board's 
production of entry policy almost impotent. This was evident even though the Board engaged 
in a lengthy review of tertiary enttance in the mid to late 1980s in which: 
It received submissions from the public, it held public hearings, and it went about its 
deliberations, 1 think, in a fairiy systematic way, and I think the report in the end it was 
quite a remarkable one. But in the political context of the time it just fell flat. I think 
probably because it didn't have advanced commitment from people and it looked too 
complex. (MaxweU, AUA,p. 122) 
Hence, by the time Queensland Labor won office in late 1989, the Board, as an organiser of 
higher education entry, had been decentred. The dominant view conceming the Board on both 
sides of Queensland politics was that 'self-interested parties do not produce critiques of their 
own work which you can have confidence in' (Viviani, AUA, p. 208). Not surprisingly, then, 
reaction by the incoming minister to the Board's advice was rather caustic: 
I had the boffins in the Board of Senior Secondary School Studies still telling me, 'look, 
the TE score system's terrific. It really is the fairest tiling.' I mean they were just totally 
convinced. They didn't want to change it, and they could sit down and draw up the 
graphs and the computer models all they liked, I told them, 'but', I said, 'out there, 
you've lost the battle. Whether it is the fairest system in the worid or way up there with 
the best, it doesn't matter. You've lost. The war's over. People don't think it is'. 
(Braddy, PPA, p. 9) 
In short, the intemal configuration within higher education entry's conceptual framework had 
changed over the 1980s in response to the Govemment's waning commitment to the Board. 
Originally constmcted as part of the 'solution' to Queensland university entry issues, to manage 
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the entry system following the abolition of public examinations, the Board was increasingly 
conceived as a part of the 'problem'. This withdrawing and redrawing of conceptual 
boundaries in higher education entry involved both new commitments to existing entities as 
well as the establishment of new conceptual organisers; the latter, particularly as they related to 
the Board's decentring, were justified on the basis that 'we cannot be sure who's taking care of 
the caretaker's daughter, so we need an independent group' (Viviani, AUA, p. 232). Central to 
this conceptual reorganisation in higher education entry: 
... TEPA was one of the things that I guess needed to be created - needed to be seen to be 
created. The Govemment could not go in and say we have a major problem which must 
be solved and then have an outcome where there were only minor changes. They had to 
be seen to have something. I'm a bit cynical about TEPA. I think whilst it satisfies some 
needs that probably weren't being met all that well, it was also an artificial creation. 
(Kelly, CIA, p. 499) 
For others, typically those whose interests were invested in previous institutional boundaries, 
the artificial nature of this change also extended to the 'new' entry mechanism associated with 
TEPA that was inttoduced to replace previously existing arrangements. From this perspective: 
The interesting thing is, of course, that the system we've got now - the OPs - basically 
uses the same principle - it just dresses it up in different terminology, but there's a lot of 
similarity about it, and there's a Dr Sadler out at the University of Queensland ... he took 
the trouble to make contact with me after the OP position came out ... [in] the Viviani 
Report and he said 'you should know', he said, 'that really, Brian, the principles 
involved are very much the same'. (Littleproud, PPA, p. 25) 
However, in terms of the relations amongst higher education entry institutions in Queensland, 
the changes were far from superficial. The introduction of TEPA as a central organiser of 
higher education entry in Queensland effectively displaced the centrality of others. In 
particular: 
... the two major groups were the Board and QTAC ... when the debate got wide enough 
- people started to realise, 'oh, there's two players in this really. There's the people who 
produce the results and the people who make the offers'. (Pitman, CIA, p. 571) 
TEPA's posturing as 'the people who arbitrate between them' was based on the perception that 
there was a relational gulf to be bridged in higher education entry interactions. Indeed: 
... it emerged from the Viviani Report that TEPA was to be the bridge between the two 
groups. In fact, she at one point, rather facetiously, epitomised or described it as John 
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Pitman [Director of the Board] and Douglas Porter [Registrar of the University of 
Queensland] going to the loo and sorting it all out between them. You know, that's how 
she saw it. The schools on the one hand, and the universities on the other, and TEPA 
was in the middle providing that interface between the two sectors. (Porter, AUA, pp. 
157-158) 
Others interpreted TEPA's role as providing a fomm in which to address issues of public 
accountability: 
... if you wanted one term for it, ifs probably a whistie-blower. Or supposed to be. 
And when you then translate that then into action, what's it supposed to do? Well, it's 
supposed to keep its eye on tertiary entrance ... TEPA is really now the govemment's 
window into tertiary enttance. That's the way the Govemment sees it anyway, I feel 
quite sure ... [their proposition is that] if you shine lights on these things then it's harder 
for people to hide unfair practices or whatever. And I think that's a good notion, but it's 
a tricky position to be in. (Pitman, CIA, pp. 572,574) 
The imagery in these accounts is enlightening with respect to the withdrawing and redrawing of 
institutional boundaries, particularly as they relate to the Board and TEPA. Bridges signal both 
'separation' and 'unification', and, as noted above, highlight both the 'problem' and its 
'solution' (Gale, 1994b). And 'the analogy of there being this tortent, if that's what it was, 
and no communication between the two, that was convenient for building the bridge and 
putting, in a sense, the monitor up on top of the bridge to look both ways' (Pitman, CIA, p. 
571). Withdrawing the Board's commission as 'the go-between' (Kelly, CIA, p. 495) and its 
redrawing as singularly representative of schools, pathed the way for the introduction of TEPA 
as a moderator to 'police' their interactions with universities. Moreover, the analogies implied 
the need for common and public ground within which various groups could be represented and 
their seemingly disparate interests aired and resolved in ways that avoided problems elsewhere 
within the higher education entry arena. So positioned, TEPA was portrayed as having: 
... a more community orientation than the Board, and it has to because it's a fomm which 
has representatives from all different groups ... That's not a criticism of the Board. It is a 
technical organisation ... [Tjhat's ... one of the reasons why TEPA's there ... to expose 
them and the other players to 'Well, hang on, what other views have the other groups?' 
(Stephenson, PPA, p. 90) 
The 'technical' redrawing of higher education entry architecture in Queensland, then, was 
coupled with a withdrawal of previous commitments for some organisations and the 
establishment of new commitments. Explicidy, 'it's a part of TEPA's role to make sure that 
some of the undue influence from historical reasons is removed, and some other groups are to 
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be listened to and regarded a little more' (Cameron, CIA, p. 439). But these other groups were 
not only to be listened to. Their introduction served to weaken some influences and enhance 
odiers through the redistribution of interest representations. Specifically, the creation of TEPA: 
... puts TAFE in there which changes the balance, they put the Department in there as 
well, and the interest groups in the outer ring have changed that balance ... the broader 
redistribution of power will follow from that. I think that it will be the case that the 
Board's powers have been diminished by this ... [whereas] the universities have not been 
losers ... the University of Queensland has retrieved its position. (Viviani, AUA, p. 220) 
As implied, this redrawing of influence in the architecture of higher education entry in 
Queensland created some tensions amongst its constituent parts, old and new, and some 
necessary adjustments to their modus operandi: 
... by-products of when any new organisation comes on the field, when any new body 
suddenly comes into the game. The other body thinks, well, hang on, what's going on 
here? What's our role? It takes a while through a process of interaction, I suppose, for 
them to work out where their niches are. (Stephenson, PPA, p. 89) 
In this reconceptualisation of higher education entry, the process of interaction - of working out 
new roles - was influenced by at least two interrelated issues: the organisational and ministerial 
interpretations of new legislation. TEPA's representation of the first was that: 
Under the legislation it is possible for us to write to various other organisations, to invite 
people to come and talk with us. They tend to do so. They'd like to influence us, we'd 
like to influence them. It tends to be worked out in that way because TEPA doesn't have 
a directing power. It has a monitoring function, but there's no provision in the legislation 
for us to direct certain groups to do things in certain ways. (Cameron, CIA, p. 442) 
But the legislative positioning of TEPA as central to the conceptual framework of higher 
education entry in Queensland meant that it was more than just a new organisation that would 
'naturally' find its niche in the broader structure of institutional relations. Even without an 
official 'directing power', TEPA sought to command attention and influence the actions of 
others, much to these others' frustration and despite their claims to legislative independence. 
Moreover, TEPA enjoyed the support of the Queensland Minister, who believed that: 
A bit of creative tension doesn't do any bloody harm. I was all for having TEPA there ... 
and even if that created a bit of tension at the start, well, too bad. They'd have to leam to 
live with it, because I was quite convinced that they did need that watch dog in the middle 
of the bridge. (Braddy, PPA, p. 14) 
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These issues of where the parameters of authority and responsibility were now drawn - how 
TEPA's legislation was to be interpreted - was a source of some initial disagreement. In 
particular. 
... there's been a few strains at times between what we [QTAC] think is a 
misunderstanding, perhaps, by TEPA, of their role in certain areas. And you'd probably 
find the Board would say the same thing ... [Tjhere's still some lack of clarity about the 
role of TEPA ... [M]onitoring and review -1 understand that to be its role, but at times 
we've felt that they're trying to do more than that ... [There have been] a couple of 
instances where we've felt pressured to take actions which we think are either impractical 
or unfeasible or absolutely impossible, actually. (McClelland, CIA, p. 529) 
Similarly: 
... there are times when the Board feels that TEPA, or should 1 say the Chair of TEPA, is 
interfering in their role and vice versa. There are times when I think the universities 
might feel that TEPA is straying into their territory. But that's what TEPA is there for. 
TEPA is there to manage the bridge between the schools and the universities. (Porter, 
AUA, p. 164) 
Much of this disagreement, as this last comment implies, was grounded in appeals to quite 
different settlements of licensing authority. With the introduction of TEPA, 'there was always 
going to be tensions between the bureaucratic experts from the Board who were set up to 
manage [higher education entry]. Now they were going to have a new player in the system' 
(Braddy, PPA, p. 12). In endorsing this licensing change and providing his own interpretation 
of TEPA's legislation: 
... Paul Braddy [the Queensland Minister for Education] called us into a meeting ... 
[A]pparently Ken Wiltshire [the Chair of TEPA] wasn't happy about cooperation of 
universities, QTAC and the Board, and we all got told off for being naughty people. The 
Board and Ken ... the Education people had a big argument ... [T]he Board operates 
under its statutes, and they were making the point [that] it ... comes down to what they 
are under the stamtes responsible for ... [T]here is a bit of conflict between what's written 
in the TEPA [legislation and other legislation] ... [T]he Board and QTAC would see some 
of the things written down as their responsibility - it depends how you read it. I mean it's 
all in the legal interpretation. This is where the crux is - the interpretation ... I have a 
good relationship with TEPA but I would say the Director's interpretation sometimes of 
what the role of TEPA is, is taken in a different way than I would interpret it or John 
[Pitman from the Board would]. And it really gets down to 'It's our responsibility. 
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therefore back off. If we're responsible, then we decide, not you'. (McClelland, CIA, 
pp. 539-540) 
7.3.2.2 Redrawing boundaries to establish new commitments 
A second broad example of the redrawing of conceptual boundaries in higher education entry 
was evident in the federal rearrangement of its related bureaucratic and statutory authorities in 
the late 1980s. Shortly after John Dawkins was installed as federal Minister for Employment, 
Education and Training in 1987: 
The [Commonwealth] Commissions were disestablished - the Schools Commission, 
Tertiary Education Commission [CTEC] - so you then had the Department [of 
Employment, Education and Training (DEET)] having full responsibility for higher 
education administration. I mean it was a reverse of the roles, if you like. The 
Commonwealth Education Department in CTEC days had a small coterie of backroom 
advisers on higher education. They hardly ever were seen in instimtions. CTEC had all 
of the executive as well as policy advising responsibility. Well, when DEET was 
formed, the [federal] Govemment didn't think they could deliver their reforms well 
enough unless they had more direct conttol of programs and funding. So roles were very 
quickly reversed. The Higher Education Council [HEC] in effect became what the old, 
small section of the Department was - policy advisory with no programs to administer, no 
funds to distribute. And DEET had all of the money and all of the program 
responsibility, and it was also obliged to assist the Higher Education Council and NBEET 
[the National Board of Employment, Education and Training] generally by providing 
some analytical and secretarial support. (Milligan, BPA, p. 341) 
This centiing of DEET (the successor of the Commonwealth Department of Education) and the 
concomitant decentring of HEC (the successor of CTEC) involved more than just a stmctural 
rearrangement. It also signalled a changed licensing of individuals and organisations to 
influence issues of entry into Australian higher education. In particular, academics, university 
administrators and their independent advisors were displaced by politicians, bureaucrats and 
their political and policy advisors as the centtal determiners of programs and funding. Such re-
issuing of policy making licence: 
... would have horrified the [higher education] institutions. Institutions now had to deal 
eyeball to eyeball with the G man, with the Feds, not with their own buffer organisation, 
CTEC, which was seen, you know, as one of their own. Well, now they had to deal 
with a bunch of faceless, unknown, never met before, undistinguished bureaucrats. 
(Mdhgan, BPA, p. 342) 
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It was not simply that they were unknown but rather that these new faces were less influenced 
by the particular interests and ethos of universities and, more importantiy, were sympathetic to 
a political process that favoured the interests of ministers and govemment. Motivated by what 
they regarded as a threat to their autonomy: 
... there are some institutions which have a deep and doctrinaire resentment of being 
forced to negotiate anything with Commonwealth govemment bureaucrats, and which 
object to the regulation of the system from so close to the minister ... from so close to the 
political process. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 382) 
However, within an economic master discourse, outlined above, such objection was afforded 
littie legitimacy. In the associated discourse of public accountability: 
... universities' absolute obsession with their own independence is not actually vested in 
much reality when they are publicly funded and there's a limit to that money ... 
[Ujniversities don't have the right to take as many and whoever they like regardless of the 
impact on the country. (Kelly, CIA, pp. 507-508) 
Interestingly, and at variance to the Queensland context (described above) in which licensing 
change to higher education entry architecture seemed to focus more on a withdrawal of 
commitment than redrawing official institutional boundaries, in the federal context the 
emphases on withdrawal and redrawal was somewhat different. That is, while the redrawing 
of organisational authority was clearly evident in the changed roles for DEET and HEC, the 
withdrawal of universities from the context of influence in the production of aspects of higher 
education entry policy was not as readily apparent. For example, even though DEET had 
subjected university funding and programs to criteria that were much more tightiy tied to 
govemment initiated policy, universities continued to balance these against their own interests. 
Inevitably, DEET recognised that: 
... we fund on the supply side - we fund providers, so provider interest was politically 
powerful and we hadn't appreciated the extent to which institutions would look after 
themselves. They regarded themselves as our clients ... [Whereas in our view] the 
population is the client - the students - or potential students. (Gallagher, BPA, pp. 293-
294) 
Similariy, at the institutional level many universities continued to offer traditional programs, 
despite a growing perception that: 
... the [university] clientele is no longer a small group of highly motivated, academically 
orientated students. It has broadened out in the same way school has broadened out. 
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They're obviously related. I think for some institutions that has posed a real dilemma 
about their role and some of them haven't quite worked it out yet. (Kelly, CIA, p. 493) 
Concerned by 'this huge demand through the early '90s for higher education places' 
(Whittleston, BPA, p. 415) and by the accompanying and supposed 'provider capture' of 
universities: 
The Federal Govemment, for example, has been talking up TAFE entry in the last couple 
of years, and I think it's been pretty important. That has, in fact, given more influence to 
some of the TAFE support groups. (Cameron, CIA, p. 439) 
And: 
For the first time this year [1994], we are actually seeing more students choosing TAFE 
as a viable option - and that's largely because of the campaign that Govemment really 
actively took on in the last 18 months - promoting TAFE as an option. (Whittleston, 
BPA, p. 416) 
Such strategy for licensing change, then, not only opened up new options for post-school 
smdents but has also potentially withdrawn die monopoly of universities in mapping traditional 
pathways, through the inclusion of a stronger TAFE voice in contexts of higher education entry 
policy making. 
7.3.3 Licensing conditions: selecting people and processes 
A third strategy in the formation of policy settlement parameters concems licensing conditions 
in the selection of policy makers and policy making processes; issues introduced above but 
focused on more directiy here. It includes the selection of particular policy makers in 
preference to others, but also involves the positioning of these individuals within differentiated 
stmcmral artangements that consttain and enable their respective licences to make policy. This 
is not a denial of agency but a recognition of the stmctures that confront agency and, equally, 
the agency that effects stmcture. 
Licensing conditions, then, are a further sttategy of policy actors well-located within the state, 
concemed with legitimating certain interactions and asymmetrical configurations of them. As 
implied, such strategy operates at the level of social relations where there is an 'inter-
penetration' (Ball, 1994a, p. 21) or blurring of stmcttire and agency that is beyond architecttiral 
sketching (see the Chart at the end of this volume). In archaeological terms, what is excavated 
in this 'dig' are some of the relational 'rules' of policy making established within the 
boundaries of higher education entry and constituted through interaction between its modality 
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and organising concepts; archaeological prospecting that foregrounds the genealogical 
disclosures of Chapter 8 which follow. 
Two broad constitutive conditions of interaction for policy making in Australian higher 
education entry are uncovered here: rules of selection in the licensing of people and processes 
or, as Fairclough (1992, p. 51) alludes to them, conditions for the involvement of particular 
sets of participants and their interactions. These are illustrated primarily through reference to 
the constitution of the Review of Tertiary Enttance in Queensland, 1990. Known as the Viviani 
Review, it was commissioned by the Queensland Labor Govemment in partial fulfilment of its 
election promise to 'abolish' the State's Tertiary Entrance (TE) Score, as discussed above. The 
Review began in February 1990, was completed by the end of June the same year, and in 
several respects was informed by a number of Queensland reviews into related areas dating 
back to the early 1970s (see Gale, 1994c). However, the Viviani Review was distinctive from 
its predecessors in at least two respects: its particular structuring of the eligibility of policy 
producers and of the manageability of the policy's production. 
In a similar vein to Roger Dale (1989), and suspending consideration of the Viviani Review's 
content in favour of a more immediate concern for its scope, these constitutive rules of 
eligibility and manageability are developed around: 
... sensitizing concepts which present the possibility of going beyond the mere 
aggregation of descriptive accounts of different schemes based on different, and 
frequentiy tacit, purposes, methods and theories ... [in] an attempt at an initial focusing of 
enquiry, a medium for the possible grounding of theory. (Dale, 1989, pp. 65-66) 
7.3.3.1 Conditions of eligibditv 
To reiterate, licensing conditions involve more than just the selection of certain individuals 
based on aspects of their individuality. As Viviani comments regarding her own licensing as a 
producer of higher education entry policy, 'it was not inevitable that I would have been the 
Reviewer' (Viviani, AUA, p. 202). Apart from the conditions that enabled her particular 
licensing, there were also those that constrained the licensing of others. More generally, the 
licensing of policy makers is concerned with conditions of interaction between the subjective 
and the objective criteria that determine the 'right' person within a particular context. For 
Queensland Labor, this involved a reconstructed view of eligibility. In particular, their view 
was that: 
... it's the capacity of people that's important more than their so called expertise in a 
particular area. That doesn't mean you pull people off the cane harvester and get them to 
do [a review of] tertiary education, but if they're broadly educated and well known in 
educational areas, it's much more important to pick a person with that strength of 
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character and background which shows they can do things, rather than saying, 'well, 
let's find the person who is the expert in that area'. (Braddy, PPA, p. 8) 
What is initially signalled here is a widening of the pool of eligible people from which policy 
makers in higher education entry can be legitimately drawn. But at another level such 
comments also signal the possibility of a nartowing and potential exclusion of those previously 
seen as capable. That is, policy making in higher education entry was redefined under 
Queensland Labor as no longer the preserve of 'those "experts", "specialists" and 
"professionals" referred to as the "educational establishment". These privileged speakers have 
been displaced, their control over meaning lost, their professional preferences replaced' (Ball, 
1990, p. 18). Like Ball's description of British education during the 'era of Thatcherism': 
... the people you negotiated with in [Australian] higher education were almost never the 
educators. They weren't from the Faculties of Education. The people who set the pace 
and had the views came from Engineering, or Medicine, or Physics. (Mortow, CIA, p. 
548) 
Through a discourse of capacity, those most valued as policy makers within the context of 
Australian higher education entry became those who had expertise in processes of policy 
production rather than in the substantive educational arguments. Based on this criteria: 
Nancy Viviani was chosen because she's an expert at policy making, not because she 
knew anything about this particular [issue] ... She's a very bright, able policy analyst. 
That's her background. And that's what they wanted. They didn't want any educational 
person ... [T]hat was the rationale behind choosing Ken Wiltshire [as Chair of the 
Reference Committee] ... and Nancy Viviani [as the Reviewer] ... that they're both policy 
people. (Evans, AUA, p. 106) 
And yet, even though Labor gave particular emphasis to policy making technique, they also: 
... wanted someone with academic background. We didn't want experts in that field 
again, because experts are committed to a view before they start ... [That meant that] we 
needed university people, rather than Education Department people or Board of Senior 
Secondary School Studies people or experts from other places ... [T]hey had to have a 
real understanding of what tertiary education was about, and demonstrated intellect to be 
leaders in the field of education, generally. (Braddy, PPA, pp. 11-12) 
In short, 'they wanted someone who was outside the system, but familiar enough with it to be 
able to operate within it' (Maxwell, AUA, p. 124). The implied rationale for extending and 
consttaining these bounds of expertise, then, was not just related to policy making capacity. 
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What also was at issue was the expert's status within the policy context and his/her 
compatibility with a particular social and political agenda. Regarding the latter: 
... one of the most, probably 'the' most important thing was to have something which 
was user friendly with the community - [something which] the community could have 
some understanding of, input [in]to and, ultimately, ownership of. (Stephenson, PPA, 
p. 87) 
Labor's assessment of the potential pool of expertise in producing higher education entry policy 
was that 'anyone in education ... anyone in education in Queensland at any rate, would have a 
particular axe to grind' (Evans, AUA, p. 106) and, based on their performance in similar and 
recent reviews, they would probably 'spend all their time arguing about scaling ... not take 
account of the broad social implications ... [and] get bogged down in the technical details' 
(Viviani, AUA, pp. 197, 198). Given that: 
There were so many people, if you like, in the education community at the tertiary level, 
who had particular views on this - it would have been difficult from the Govemment's 
point of view if they'd picked one of those people because you would have ... [been] 
putting up someone who probably already has somewhat of a concluded view about how 
the system should be, and therefore, whether they would admit it or not, have a bit of a 
tainted view about the other advice that would come from the academic community. 
(Name withheld) 
Dale (1989) writes similariy of Thatcher's scepticism of the British education system's capacity 
to fulfil her own Government's mandate. Not unlike issues of higher education entry in 
Queensland: 
... the system itself was identified ... as one of the obstacles to the mandate's fulfilment 
... as much part of the problem the new mandate addressed, as the key means of fulfilling 
it. The mandate indeed implied not only changes in the orientation of education policy, 
but changes in the way it was formulated and implemented too. (Dale, 1989, p. 70) 
But it was not just that this 'tainted' educationalist position, with its fixation on the merits of 
scaling, was unpalatable widiin the broader community of academics, politicians, teachers, and 
parents and lacked a popular mandate. Their tenuous position was also a function of their 
stams. That is, like those located within bureaucracies and statutory authorities, educationalists 
within universities: 
... don't have the power in their institutions to change the people that have the 
responsibility for making the decisions. No use asking Royce Sadler or Graham 
Chapter 7: Strategies in establishing settlement parameters 
200 
Maxwell to tell Doug Porter [Registtar at UQ] what he has to do. They can't do that... If 
you think about the people who had been involved in this over time - Royce, Graham and 
Glen [Evans] - they had not been involved at that level of policy making to make people 
solve that problem ... it's a question of power structures. Lecturers do not go to 
Registtars and tell them what to do. Professorial boards tell Registrars what to do. And 
it would be quite difficult for those people to tell their Dean to cite this as an issue in that 
sort of way. (Viviani, AUA, p. 200) 
Such conditions of eligibility - of capacity, compatibility and status - were instrumental, then, in 
the selection of Viviani as Reviewer of higher education entry in Queensland. Shortly after 
being elected to office, the new Minister for Education in Queensland 'consulted, not widely, 
but with people like Peter Coaldrake, the Head of the PSMC ... and we came up with a group 
of names and I met a few people ... I went looking for someone who was really capable' 
(Braddy, PPA, p. 8). One of those names, who also happened to be on leave from the 
Austtalian National University and, hence, 'available', was Professor Nancy Viviani. Viviani 
fulfilled many of the Minister's conditions: 
They wanted somebody that they thought they could tmst or that they knew they could 
ttust and Nancy Viviani has done work for the Labor Party previously I understand. Not 
this Labor Party [in Queensland] - but the Federal Labor Party ... trust in terms of 
judgment. (Evans, AUA, p. 105) 
Certainly Viviani had a demonsttated capacity as a capable policy maker. In addition, or as part 
of how such capacity was understood, she was seen to be committed to Labor's agenda, not 
simply because of her previous party associations but more generally in terms of her similar 
regard for the importance of the issues within the broader community. From Labor's 
perspective: 
... Professor Viviani was in agreement with the way we were going, and when we spoke 
to her about the detail of what we were proposing, she was quite happy with that. She 
could wear that. One of the great virtues of Professor Viviani is that she's a very clear 
thinking person who knows how she wants to run things, and that was very helpful in 
this respect, because she had an idea about what the purpose was. (Stephenson, PPA, p. 
87) 
And as implied, the purpose for Labor was primarily one of making policy to address the 
political issues associated with higher education entry, not the educational ones. Hence, those 
whose 'attitude was always that the emphasis should not be on reforming the TE Score ... [but] 
on getting comparability from school to school and seeing indeed whether we needed a scaling 
test at air (Evans, AUA, p. I l l ) , were overiooked as possible reviewers irrespective of their 
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expertise, their capacity as policy makers and their status within the policy context. By 
contrast, Viviani's view, compatible with that of the Queensland Govemment, was that when 
'educationalists are in charge of it ... they see it as an educational problem and not as a policy 
making problem. Whereas I don't see it as an educational problem. Tertiary entrance I see as a 
policy making problem' (Viviani, AUA, p. 218). 
This interaction between the spheres of capacity and compatibility enabled a different 
stmcturing of the eligibility of policy makers of higher education entry, but it did not completely 
discount expertise as a condition, particularly those aspects of it that related to status. Even 
though Viviani was 'a woman of great capacity, strong character, very intelligent, and what 
impressed me in the end was I thought that she was also very pragmatic' (Braddy, PPA, pp. 8-
9), issues of stams were also important in her selection. In particular, Viviani's status was 
characterised by the respect she was afforded within the general academic community, aided by 
her professorial Chair at the Australian National University (ANU), and the independence she 
enjoyed from particular higher education entry 'factions'. Simply: 
Nancy Viviani had respect amongst all academics for her skills, but was not tainted by 
any pre-existing views about how the system should be constructed. She was able to 
basically take on board all the different views of the various Education faculties around 
this State, around the nation in fact, analyse those as best as she could without being 
captive of one particular agenda. (Stephenson, PPA, p. 86) 
Even her own account of her positioning within the policy context was that: 
... I was an outsider. So being an outsider, but understanding Queensland education, 
was a qualification ... I fulfilled all the criteria, I had no interests, I had status. They 
wanted to have somebody who held a Chair and I held a Chair at the ANU at that time. 
(Viviani, AUA, p. 202) 
Interaction between expertise and status was further evidenced in the appointment of Reference 
Committee members, who supported Viviani in the policy production process, although this 
itself was influenced by Viviani's particular expertise and by the Minister's desire to widen the 
pool of eligible participants. Under such conditions educational expertise was not discarded but 
managed and reconstmcted within the context of policy text production. Reconstructions of 
this kind are discussed above conceming the inttoduction of TEPA as a change agent amongst 
higher education entry organisations and are raised again below in terms of the efficient, 
effective and equitable management of the Viviani Review. But what is important to note here 
is that while those with educational expertise were seen as eligible for membership of the 
Reference Committee, the status of their appointment was reworked as representative of one 
kind of interest within die policy context rather dian dominant of it as eariier understandings of 
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tiieir expertise had implied. Reconstimted within 'the cast of thousands, [as] we used to call it' 
(Viviani, AUA, p. 204), expertise in higher education entry issues, and eligibility to participate 
in policy production, was dispersed amongst: 
... the group of university representatives and there was the Board represented by John 
Pitman, and there was the outside expert as represented by Geoff Masters from ACER 
[Australian Council for Educational Research]. There were the schools representatives, 
and you had the private and the Catholic and the State group. And then there were the 
unions ... [T]here were parent groups, although my memory is that the parent 
representatives were actually members of the Board, so there was a sort of duality there. 
(Porter, AUA, p. 157) 
Within this Committee 'the Board was strongly represented as a big interest group and ... the 
University of Queensland was very strongly represented by Porter, which was very important' 
(Viviani, AUA, p. 204), particulariy given their status within the policy context. Hence, 
aldiough diere were a number of other universities within Queensland: 
... there is some logic to having Doug Porter and having just the Registrar of the 
University of Queensland [as their representative] ... [T]he University of Queensland is 
the main problem. It's the main show. It's the institution which is most preferred in 
smdent applications and has therefore the most severe problem in terms of selection ... So 
whatever the University of Queensland accedes to or does has enormous ramifications for 
the whole system because its influence is so large. (Maxwell, AUA, p. 130) 
Also important was the appointment of Wiltshire as the Committee's Chair, which followed 
'the typical process ... you get a message or a phone call from a minister and they discuss with 
you whether you're available and whether you'd be interested and your views' (Wiltshire, 
AUA, p. 272). As Chair, Wiltshire's status was that of 'academic diplomat' (Braddy, PPA, p. 
11) and, like Viviani, his eligibility rested on his capacity as a policy maker and his 
independence from 'a concluded view' about higher education entry. Yet, in response to the 
invitation to Chair the Committee: 
... my first reaction was to say, 'well, you really ought to have someone who's an expert 
in education'. [T]hey said, 'that's exactiy someone we don't want - [F]or this role - we 
want someone here who can keep a committee together, chair it and bring out all the 
different points of view and consolidate it and co-ordinate it' and I presume they assume 
I've got those capabilities. (Wiltshire, AUA, p. 273) 
By the end, Wiltshire found it: 
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... a nightmare to co-ordinate - very time consuming. It took an enormous amount of my 
time to co-ordinate and run this thing - there were so many people involved and so many 
different points of view and positions. (Wiltshire, AUA, p. 274) 
Yet, such complexity was also touted as one of the Committee's virtues in that it licensed a 
particular interactive structure, ensuring that the production of higher education entry policy 
was subjected to a broad range of interests. In this it was similar to the: 
... Australian Education Council ... [which] always had interests across the board ... 
from schooling through to TAFE through to higher education ... it enabled higher 
education issues - if States wanted to take them up or if Dawkins wanted to introduce 
them - to be played out in a context of a consideration of the whole of educational policy 
development and direction, rather than just trying to lock it up within the higher education 
framework. (Milligan, BPA, p. 336) 
However, the sfrengths (and weaknesses) of representative interaction also rest in individuals 
and the relative sttengths (and weaknesses) of the groups they represent - the latter discussed 
more fully above. Even though as representatives, individuals might 'adopt, quite 
appropriately, I think, the perspective that they're there as a member of this body, and the body 
they're now on is, in fact, the one whose interest they're going to advance, they're certainly not 
going to do it to the detriment of the other organisation they come from' (Cameron, CIA, p. 
441). Moreover, there can be no guarantees of the representativeness of their interactions 
within such collectives given that no individual can speak with certainty on behalf of the 
multiple voices within their interest group. For example, amongst universities: 
... even to talk about 'Queensland University' is actually not a very valid thing to do ... I 
couldn't make such a statement because the attitude of the History Faculty is quite 
different from the attitude of the English Faculty and, in fact, individuals within those 
faculties will have different views. So, it's actually quite difficult to make conclusive 
statements about universities. (Morrow, CIA, pp. 553-554) 
And, even if it was possible for a university to reach a common position: 
... a Registrar may represent his university, but ... by representing the interests of his 
university it may not be in the interests of other universities ... [W|hat one university may 
see as a very desirable thing may not be to another ... [A] university doesn't have a view 
- individuals in that university have a view. And I know Vice-Chancellors and Registtars 
don't always agree on what the official view is. (McClelland, CIA, pp. 523-524) 
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At least one Vice-Chancellor was aware of such discrepancies and recognised that 
'"universities" is a kind of woody term. The interactions ... [on some issues] affected me and 
other senior people in the system ... [whereas on other issues it] would have been a different 
set of people' (Wilson, AUA, p. 242). But the 'official view', however 'woody' it might have 
appeared, still served to constrain individual representations. For example, some - such as the 
Director of tiie Queensland Tertiary Admissions Centte (QTAC) - confessed to a degree of self-
imposed consttaint in response to what they understood as the extent of their individual licence 
to represent. That is, even though: 
... I think I have been proactive at times. I guess I'm careful not to - or I try to be careful 
though it's hard to keep my mouth shut at times, but I try not... to influence ... I have to 
be careful I'm not considered to know more than I do. And I have to be careful not to be 
seen to be representing universities when they may not wish that. (McClelland, CIA, p. 
524) 
Certainly, that was the response of some university administtators who were keen for QTAC 
and others to be reminded of their differentiated representations on matters of higher education 
entry; one registtar commenting that: 
I think the Admission Centres sometimes take on a little bit too much on themselves. I 
mean, they are the agents for the universities and they're processing agents. They don't 
select students. They don't admit students ... What they do is they process the 
applications and they do it in a very efficient way - particulariy the Queensland Tertiary 
Admissions Centre. It does an absolutely fantastic job ... But it is not a university. The 
university selects and should select and the university admits and should admit... I think, 
inevitably, when you get a body like that there is a tendency to tteat it as if it is the 
university. I think that's got to be kept under control. (Porter, AUA, p. 163) 
What the above comments illustrate is that representation as a condition of eligibility is itself 
subject to interaction between enabling and constraining conditions. Offe summarises such 
interaction well when he suggests that: 
... the dynamics of interest representation becomes evident as soon as we realize that an 
identical number of interested individuals with identical degrees of determination to 
defend and promote their interest may produce vastiy different organizational 
manifestations and practices, depending on the strategic location of the groups' members 
within the social structure and depending on the political-institutional status their 
organization does or does not enjoy. The concrete shape and content of organized interest 
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representation is always a result of interest plus opportunity plus institutional status. 
(Offe, 1981, p. 124, emphasis original) 
7.3.3.2 Conditions of manageability 
A second and intertelated collection of licensing conditions involves the strategic management 
of policy makers and their capacity to produce policy through their arrangement within 
differentiated structural locations. Offe's (1981) theorising of policy inputs and outputs -
discussed more fully in Chapters 2 and 6 - suggests that these management strategies are either 
informed by conjunctural or stmctural modes of political rationality; the latter most evident as a 
response to circumstances, such as those associated with higher education entry in Queensland, 
in which the capacity of policy makers to deliver 'adequate' policy is questioned in the wake of 
community experiences that do not meet their expectations. In adopting a structural mode of 
political rationality to (re)create conditions of manageability in policy production, 'the physical 
and economic parameters of production and the institutional parameters of interest 
representation, which together constitute the nature of the problem, become subject to redesign' 
(Offe, 1981, p. 127). 
Again, the structuring of the Viviani Review provides a good example of such parameter 
redesign in which 'the variable to be manipulated and balanced, in this case, is not policy 
outputs, but the system of interest representation and the modes of resolution of conflict' (Offe, 
1981, p. 126). This has already been proffered above: that the system of student selection 
varied little before and after review, but what did differ were the interactions amongst its 
stakeholders. Following the lead of previous structural arrangements in producing higher 
education entry policy in Queensland: 
... it was originally thought that I would chair a Reference Committee and that this 
Reference Committee would produce a report. But the Govemment changed its mind on 
that because several of the people that it was thinking about for the Reference Committee 
started making statements like, 'this has to take years. We need to have another full 
review'. And it could be seen that those people would delay the whole process. They 
would see by being on the Committee that they could delay the whole process or they 
might be able to abort the process from getting done, past the reporting date if necessary. 
So it was decided to decouple the Reviewer from the Committee and then it was decided 
to appoint Ken Wiltshire to chair the Reference Committee and 1 would be the 
Independent Reviewer. (Viviani, AUA, pp. 202-203) 
In this, Viviani was more than just aware of the redesigning of interest representation which 
positioned her as an Independent Reviewer, one place removed in the production of policy from 
the various interests within higher education entry. Representing these interests within a 
Reference Committee: 
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... was one of her ideas. It was a very good idea - a consultative committee ... with the 
players in the field having a real chance to influence her ... [Tjhey'd be on this committee 
that worked one down from her, but it would be her report. Not their report. And they 
had a chance to help and not to dominate. (Braddy, PPA, pp. 9-10) 
Informed by such comments. Dale (1989) almost describes the conditions that confronted 
Queensland Labor in redesigning higher education entry interest representation when he 
observes that Thatcher's 'radical educational message [embodied in the Technical and 
Vocational Education Initiative (TVEI)] could not be delivered through existing political forms 
and modes of political rationality' (1989, p. 110). Indeed, comparisons between Thatcher's 
more stmctural mode of political rationality - particulariy evidenced in Derek Rayner's (1981) 
review of The payment of benefits to unemployed people - and the Viviani Review did not go 
unnoticed by the latter's participants. While most would have responded that they 'don't know 
of anywhere else where this process has been followed' (Wiltshire, AUA, p. 274), at least one 
observed that: 
The idea of a single reviewer had been something which the British Civil Service had 
adopted some years ago - I think out of something called the Rayner Review Process. 
Derek Rayner was Chief Executive of Marks and Spencer, I suppose one of the eariy 
quality managers ... [He] came up with the idea of a single reviewer with a reference 
committee ... in die belief that a single reviewer had a better chance of doing the job than 
a committee. (Porter, AUA, p. 155) 
Queensland Labor's structural approach to policy production, which decoupled the Reviewer 
from the Reference Committee, was formed around three general conditions of manageability 
imposed by the State: the Review needed to produce an outcome, it needed to do so within a 
restricted time frame, and it needed to carry the agreement of a broad range of interests. 
Effectiveness, as a first condition, provided an important rationale for a changed system of 
interest representation, given the history of higher education entty in Queensland in which: 
... there had been, in one form or another, a review going on since about 1983 ... the 
danger was that it would again slip away, that everyone would say, 'Oh, it's too difficult' 
or 'We don't quite like what we're getting yet' and 'We really ought to have more 
discussion, so lef s put it off for another year', which becomes another year and, you 
know, it could be 1995 before any change was occurring. (Maxwell, AUA, pp. 122, 
124) 
Concerned by the possibility that such delay would continue through existing representations. 
Labor took the view that: 
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... if you had a committee design it, you'd have different people doing different things all 
over the place. And you might not have ultimately a situation that everyone's happy with. 
But if you have a Reviewer, one person with the responsibility to produce a report to the 
govemment, who can use the views of experts and others in the field to bounce ideas off, 
but then, that person's held responsible for providing a report to the govemment, you've 
got a much better chance of an outcome, and it was an outcome that we really wanted. 
(Stephenson, PPA, p. 87) 
Indeed, a policy outcome had been long awaited and this, along with the two year lead time 
required for implementing change to Queensland's system of higher education entry and the 
desire to produce an outcome within the life of the parliament, provided their own imperatives 
for efficient policy production as a second condition of manageability. In short: 
... there just wasn't room for the long comprehensive inquiry like the Royal Commission 
type of inquiry that takes a couple of years. That option wasn't available. It had to be 
short, sharp and snappy. (Wiltshire, AUA, p. 275) 
Designing the Review's parameters with a Reviewer supported by a Reference Committee also 
guarded against die inefficiencies of 'fragmentation ... [where] you get people wanting to have 
a bit of a look at this and ... a bit of a look at that' (Pitman, CIA, p. 577). Within this new 
design there was opportunity for diverse representations but also for them to be unified within 
one position; an important third condition in managing the production of higher education entry 
policy informed by 'the Goss Govemment's commitment to consultation' (Wiltshire, AUA, p. 
274). Such design ensured that 'the reference group worked in the way that Nancy Viviani 
wanted it to work' (Porter, AUA, p. 157), as 'a reacting committee rather than a proactive 
committee' (Evans, AUA, p. 113) which: 
... was set up to advise her - not to tell her what to write by any means - but to give her 
advice when she wanted it. So, what the Reference Committee ended up doing was -
really reacting - or giving her some information at the beginning and then reacting to her 
progressive formulation of ideas. (Evans, AUA, p. 101) 
Signalled here are at least three interrelated ways in which Viviani managed the broad and 
equitable representation of interests in the production of higher education entry policy in 
Queensland. While attending to design conditions of effectiveness and efficiency mentioned 
above, the new system also ensured: 
... that she could draw on the knowledge and experience of various people, and also have 
a line of communication through some of those people to various community groups, and 
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also have a group against which she could test some of her ideas. (Maxwell, AUA, p. 
118) 
Constructing the Reference Committee's expertise and its representative status as a testing 
ground for her ideas, Viviani: 
... constantiy took them through the way she was thinking ... She would literally say to 
them 'Look this is where I'm at, and this is where I'm going. This is the way I'm 
thinking, these are what seem to be the issues and this is the way I'm approaching them. 
Am I right, or am I wrong?' (Wiltshire, AUA, p. 277) 
But the Reference Committee also fulfilled 'a much more important role in that it began a 
process of educating the various groups about what was going on in the various places' 
(Porter, AUA, p. 157). And it was through this educative and inclusive process that Viviani 
was able to acknowledge the various interests whilst also securing their agreement; a very 
different experience for some Reference Committee members and their engagement with policy 
production in other contexts. By comparison: 
More recentiy, I was just on the Reference Committee of the Wiltshire Review [of 
Queensland Curriculum] which got released yesterday; although, being on the Reference 
Committee makes it sound more over blown than it was, which was two fmstrating 
meetings where we strangled the information out of the Reviewers. Whereas in the 
Viviani case, it was, whilst it was called the Reference Committee, it was very much the 
policy making body, and she was much more inclusive and so on. (Kelly, CIA, p. 492) 
One of the seemingly conttadictory aspects of the conditions of manageability illusttated here is 
that although the Reference Committee was more representative than had been the case on 
previous reviews and there was greater consultation with a broader group of interests, this 
interest representation was constrained or kept in check by conditions of effectiveness and 
efficiency which limited Reference Committee members' influence over policy production but 
which ensured a unified policy outcome. Indeed, the difference in the political rationality that 
informed this structuring of Queensland higher education entry meant that the Reference 
Committee as a policy making body had shifted in its orientation from what might have been 
regarded as bureaucratic to being technocratic. That is, the Reference Committee was licensed 
as 'a coalition of potentially competing interests, and that any decisions and actions it takes can 
be assumed already to have the approval of those they affect' (Dale, 1989, p. 72). 
7.3.4 Licensing space and place: sites of engagement 
A final strategy in setting parameters for policy settlements concems the licensing of particular 
arenas for policy production. Many of these arenas have been briefly sketched above and in a 
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sense this final section brings together several of the agenda setting and licensing issues 
discussed throughout the Chapter and points to strategies of negotiation pursued further in 
Chapter 8. However, their review here is in the context of establishing which arenas have 
legitimacy, what levels of importance are ascribed to them and, by implication, what agendas 
and licences can be legitimately engaged at those sites. The excavation of these are 
archaeological pursuits which relate to modality as much as they do to conceptual frameworks 
and provide further insight into the constitutive rules of the Austtalian higher education entry 
settlement. In other words, 'the interaction between sttategic discourses and strategic terrains' 
is such that licensing arenas of policy production 'must always be related to specific 
technologies of power, sites of strategic intervention and particular policies' (Jessop, 1990, p. 
243). 
Bowe, Ball and Gold provide a similar account of die interrelationships amongst policy makers, 
policy activity and policy contexts, with: 
... each context consisting of a number of arenas of action, some public, some private ... 
The private arenas of influence are based upon social networks in and around the political 
parties, in and around Govemment and in and around the legislative process. Here key 
policy concepts are established ... they acquire currency and credence and provide a 
discourse and lexicon for policy initiation. This kind of discourse forming is sometimes 
given support, sometimes challenged by wider claims to influence in the public arenas of 
action, particularly in and through the mass media. In addition there are a set of more 
formal public arenas; committees, national bodies, representative groups which can be 
sites for the articulation of influence. (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, pp. 19-20) 
An awareness of the key concepts in higher education entry and how their currency was 
discursively acquired has already been raised above. What Bowe, Ball and Gold add to this 
discussion is their reference to the public and private arenas of policy production and their 
description of these as variously formal and informal. They also provide a sense of the sfruggle 
to produce policy as related to the arena within which that struggle takes place and imply that 
public arenas are often the sites for ratifying privately determined policy. It seems that in 
private arenas 'most of these stmggles go on behind closed doors but occasional glimpses of 
the dynamic of conflict are possible' (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, p. 21), perhaps through the 
public gaining access to the private or through the private spilling out into public arenas. Public 
and private, formal and informal, then, are useful analytical tools for understanding policy 
arenas but care needs to be taken not to regard them as necessarily distinct. 
Drawing on these understandings and evidence provided below of policy arenas in Australian 
higher education entry, sites of policy production can also be usefully described in terms of 
space and place. From this perspective, policy making spaces tend to be general in their 
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locales, private in terms of access but often pubhc in influence, and embrace a variety of formal 
and informal relations. Whereas pohcy making places are more specificaUy sitijated, pubhcly 
known but often still privately accessed, and predominantly formal ki orientation. Across the 
Austtahan state and its spaces and places of influence and action, higher education entry pohcy 
was engaged 'at the bureaucratic level, ministerial level, and then at die head of govemment 
level' (Braddy, PPA, p. 16). As Jessop suggests above, indicated here is a strong relationship 
between hcensing authorities and hcensing space and place; relations that associate the 
differentiated authority of policy arenas and the policy actors who are located within them. 
From 1987 to 1996, there were a number of places of higher education entry pohcy making, 
formed in and around the pohtician/advisor, bureaucrat/advisor, independent authority, and 
academic/administtator levels within the Austtahan state. Prominent amongst these, and 
described below and by the architectural chart pocketed at the end of this volume, were the 
Austtahan Education CouncU (AEC), the Joint Planning Committee, the Tertiary Enttance 
Procedures Authority (TEPA), and die Queensland Tertiary Admissions Centte (QTAC); each 
representative of the respective levels of actor authority and the formal and pubhc arenas which 
constituted 'sites for die articulation of influence' (Bowe, BaU & Gold, 1992, p. 20). Whdst 
serving variously located and overlapping sets of pohcy actors, these arenas represented pivotal 
junctures. The AEC, for example, was represented as having 'interests across the board' 
(Mdligan, BPA, p. 336) of Austtalian Ministers for Education, whereas ki Queensland, TEPA 
was likened to 'a bridge, bringing the various kiterested organisations together' (McClelland, 
CIA, p. 528). Similarly, die Joint Planrung Committee of State and federal bureaucrats was 
regarded as 'a multi-lateral fomm' (Gallagher, BPA, p. 297), and QTAC as 'a brokerage 
agency [for Queensland universities and thek prospective students and] ... quite influential ki 
the recent debates since about 1990' (Kelly, CIA, p. 502). 
Whde each of these public arenas of pohcy production have diek own distinctive configurations 
and interrelations with other arenas of higher education entry around diem and, hence, diek 
ovm distinctive hcenses, the AEC provides a useful example of these places. That is, the AEC 
broadly represents the way in which these leading places were licensed as sites for die 
expression of pohcy which was often produced within more private spaces of kifluence. In 
diis, die AEC as an example also reveals some of the sttategy of licensing arenas, the stmggle 
to determine what could legitimately be considered and the extent of influence of its respective 
members. For instance, even tiiough die AEC was acmaUy estabhshed by the States and in 
1972 they invited the Commonwealth to join them, later in 1988, through a process of rotation, 
Dawkins: 
... was Chakman of die AEC. He was acting as Minister for Education at [die] 
Commonwealth level ki developing the Green Paper, and then using the fomms of die 
AEC to outiine and, if you like, defend it. (Milligan, BPA, p. 336) 
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Significandy, such draft policy of federal intentions in higher education generally, the Green 
Paper as it was known, was not generated through the AEC but elsewhere and, particularly 
given its substantive content - an area in which the federal govemment had financial if not 
legislative jurisdiction - the Paper's introduction by Dawkins effectively positioned the AEC as 
responsive to these intentions rather that productive of them. Indeed, Dawkins 'ran a lot of 
Commonwealth agendas from that position, rather than national agendas, and there was a lot of 
resentment from the States about that' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 363). Certainly, in the past and on 
most issues: 
All the States saw themselves as being equal, and Dawkins had some fiery times on those 
AEC meetings. I'm sure he wasn't able to ram his agenda through. I mean, he had to do 
a lot of persuasive argument. (Whittleston, BPA, p. 402) 
Reconstmcting the AEC's licence did not come easily and the stmggle over who had authority 
to issue it, was as contested as the nature of the licence itself However, the relative positioning 
of 'the [federal] Government has made it so that if Labor didn't have the numbers [or the 
prevailing arguments], they were able to at least have a strong influence on the council' 
(Whittleston, BPA, p. 402). This influence was achieved primarily in places outside the AEC 
which was evident in that: 
... the Federal Govemment would go to that meeting with the purse strings very much 
closed ... The funding decisions were [previously] made at Premier level - Premier/Prime 
Minister level. The Ministers' Councils really were only policy type things. (Powell, 
PPA, p. 75) 
This is not just an indication of the influence of Dawkins in and around the AEC, backed up by 
his Govemment's financial muscle. Implied here also is the extent to which higher education 
entry policy was produced in spaces outside of the AEC arena. While designated as a place of 
policy production, 'all the decisions are actually made at the officials level - the Director-
General's level, heads of department level - the day before and it's just a ratification of those 
decisions at the actual AEC (Whittleston, BPA, p. 400, emphasis added). Rather than the 
AEC being the primary site of policy production for Austtalian education: 
... usually what happens is the officials meet a couple of days before the AEC meeting ... 
[l]n the Commonwealth's place, it would be people like the Secretary of our Department, 
Deputy Secretaries, the relevant senior officers in the Department... and usually people in 
the Minister's Office ... [W]hen you actually get to the AEC itself, it's only the ministers 
around the table. The officials are there, but at the actual AEC table it is the ministers, 
and behind them is the officials. So they can be called on, but really the debate is 
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supposed to be minister to minister. So, there is a lot of footwork - a lot of the 
negotiations happen beforehand and sometimes, as you know, it comes to the table and 
there are no decisions because the decisions are not made and they still have to be argued 
out. But a lot of the time, a lot of work is done in the background. (Whittleston, BPA, 
p. 401) 
Even so and while not a primary site of higher education policy production, the AEC itself still 
engaged in issues of higher education entry. For example, 'the only debate I can really 
remember being heated was in relation to the school leaver targets' (Whittleston, BPA, p. 400). 
Similariy, 'I can think of one occasion, at least, where Paul Braddy used the AEC as a place to 
lobby Dawkins' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 363) to consider extra university places for Queensland, 
secured by trading the chairmanship (Roger Scott for Ian Chubb) of a proposed federal/State 
committee of inquiry. Again, the understandings provided by the latter 'off the agenda ... 
representation' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 362) are of the influence of policy spaces that exist between 
and around more formal and public arenas. To make this point more cleariy: 
... in 1991, Hawke had an agenda for reforming Commonwealth/State relations, and the 
Special Premiers' Conference that year agreed on a very comprehensive set of reviews 
and reforms of functions at both levels of govemment, to try to rationalise who was 
playing in what pools ... And a stmcture was put up by the Commonwealth with terms of 
reference and a membership and Roger Scott, who'd just become DG [of Education in 
Queensland], was nominated to chair that and that was the trade that Paul did [to replace 
Scott with Chubb] ... that was a deal done, effectively, behind the scenes between the 
two ministers. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 364) 
The passage of the proposal from the Special Premiers' Conference to the AEC saw it pass 
through significant, although private, spaces which instilled their own influences on the 
proposal's character and ensured its cognisance of other interests. But the 'deal', for whatever 
reason, was not negotiated with other AEC members before it re-entered the public arena. So: 
... how it was played out in the meeting was that a question came up about who was 
chairing it, of course. I mean, you fight every line, every word, and what happens is the 
officers mn around - the ministers are doing the talking - and the officers ... people like 
me and the Director-General get to run around and talk behind the scenes to other 
Directors-General and so on ... you basically try to stitch this all up before you get into 
the meeting, but it sometimes gets off the rails in the meeting ... And what I did was I 
then talked to my mates in South Australia and Westem Austtalia and said, 'you wouldn't 
care if this was done this way, would you?'. And what they wanted to do was stop a 
DEET person chairing it, primarily. (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 364-365) 
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These issues of negotiation are considered in more detail in the following Chapter. But what is 
also interesting here is the blend between the public and the private, the formal and informal 
within and around AEC meetings. Viviani, in her review of tertiary entrance in Queensland, 
was very aware of such arena interaction and as part of her strategy in producing policy that 
carried the support of interest groups, she issued the interplay between public and private 
arenas with a more formal licence. In doing so, Viviani not only opened channels of 
communication but ensured that what otherwise might have remained 'hidden' was able to be 
engaged more publicly and through a mediating body. Such licensing produced a process of 
policy text production in which: 
We would send the drafts out on a Monday by fax to everybody and then they [would] 
have a meeting the next Monday with their interest groups. They all had this very 
sophisticated networking processes of all these interest groups. And they would fax back 
the groups' comments. And then they would come to the [Reference Committee] meeting 
to reinforce it and then we'd go through the next stage. So we'd draft it. We'd draft it in 
committee, in those kinds of ways. (Viviani, AUA, p. 215) 
In this instance it was from the public arena that the private was licensed, but often it seems that 
public arenas receive their licences from more potent private engagements. For example, after 
the Labor Party was elected to office in Queensland in 1989: 
... Queensland tumed on some real power ... it appears as if the Premier's Office itself 
insinuated itself strongly into the game, opened channels of communication directiy 
through to the Prime Minister's Office, and so the two education bureaucracies - the State 
one of higher education [and] the Commonwealth [division of] higher education - were 
playing to a context created by Premier to Prime Minister Office contacts. (Milligan, 
BPA, p. 331) 
It was this creating of public spaces and places by more private ones that would seem the more 
frequent, although, by definition, such licensing is less identifiable, at least in its making if not 
in its effects. Echoing Bowe, Ball and Gold (1992) above, 'you don't know what goes on at 
the smoke filled Premiers level and Prime Minister level' (Milligan, BPA, p. 335) where 'a lot 
of things happen in corridors - some things I know about, and some things I don't' 
(Whittleston, BPA, p. 413). And even some public places seem more private in their 
operations when 'Ministers and Prime Ministers talk in the Cabinet Rooms and they tell us what 
they want to tell us' (Whittleston, BPA, p. 413). 
Clearly, then, influence is subject to access as much as to status. For example, for most of the 
1980s when the Australian state was defined in part by a National Party Govemment in 
Queensland and a Labor Party Govemment federally, some spaces of engagement were open to 
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Queensland policy makers and some were not. For Queensland Nationals, engagement with 
higher education entry issues meant that 'we'd just write letters ... then when we had the AEC 
meetings - the Austtalian Education Council meetings - most of those people would be at AEC 
meetings so, therefore, we'd lobby them then' (Powell, PPA, p. 70). But given their 
relationship with the federal govemment, they 'didn't push it strongly because they didn't think 
they'd be successful anyway, or they pushed and it was ignored because it was, after all, a 
clash of political parties' (Wise, CIA, p. 589). Whereas, after Queensland Labor won 
govemment in late 1989, 'the Queensland Minister obviously took every opportunity in any 
Commonwealth/State ministerial forum to put the case, and also just through letters to 
Commonwealth ministers, seeking additional places' (Whittleston, BPA, p. 394). In contrast, 
the response of 'the [Federal] Labor Govemment here became more receptive because, after all, 
these are our own fellows' (Wise, CIA, p. 605). 
The significance of these comparisons for this discussion is that access to certain arenas, indeed 
their creation, was as much influenced by private arenas based on social networks in and 
around political parties as by the more public energies of the Offices of the Queensland Premier 
and the Minister for Education in and around govemment. This is well illustrated in the events 
following the 'deal' between Braddy and Dawkins in which the federal Govemment agreed to 
re-examine the number of funded Queensland university places. Initially: 
When we got this agreement to look in more detail at the Queensland numbers, the 
Commonwealth [bureaucrats] immediately said ... 'We want to look at the TAFE 
component. We want to know how you're doing? ... You can't just pick on us.' And, 
we came home and decided that we would do that, and one of the things we immediately 
ran foul of was that it was very difficult to get any figures that were worth having out of 
[Queensland] TAFE ... [W]e then, of course, rang [the Minister's Office] upstairs and 
said, 'Look, we're concemed about this, but we really need to get on with it [and secure 
more university places]'. And, at that point, Michael [Stephenson] said, 'Well, we 
haven't given up on getting the Premier involved and putting the heavies on the Prime 
Minister ... [Tjhat's when we trotted off to some airport lounge in Melbourne or 
somewhere, with his [the Premier's] political and economic advisor [Paul Woodland] and 
met with the Commonwealth - and we didn't actually have a protracted working party 
process with the data [on funded higher education places in Queensland]. We had one 
meeting, and we had the data and the Commonwealth basically said, 'Yes, we accept that 
you've got a problem', and then we followed that up with the Premier talking to the 
Prime Minister and bingo, the 500 places came out in the other money [originally 
earmarked for TAFE] ... [I]t was typical - you'd get a hot-housing of political 
environment that pops out a result much better than all the bureaucrats in the world 
agreeing. (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 368-369) 
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Such description provides a good example of the interaction and blurting of various levels and 
arenas - public and private, formal and informal, political and bureaucratic, political and 
professional - in the production of higher education entry policy, and their relative licensing. It 
also adds at least two observations to the discussion of incremental and rational policy raised in 
Chapter 2. That is, while claiming to be responsive, the routine of public policy production 
often tends to be engaged in quite formal and constrained policy spaces and places, yet, in and 
around these there are private arenas, often political in orientation and static in domination, 
which are capable of producing policy of a more radical nature. The first of these accounts 
accentuates the constraining processes of policy production, in this case leading to the 
explanation that: 
... the Commonwealth doesn't just decide who will get an extra 500 places. It's all done 
in consultation with the State through those Joint Planning Committees and also through 
the consultations [profile visits] with individual institutions. (Whittleston, BPA, p. 399) 
Whereas, the second account acknowledges the capacity of certain policy makers to influence 
the production of policy more than others, to make connections between private and public 
arenas in a way that retains the privacy of those connections and without revealing that: 
The agreement was [reached as a result of] political pressure from Goss [the Queensland 
Premier]. Now, I wasn't party to that discussion personally. I only know the way in 
which it was vented, but there was just a lot of heat put on to do with the need to provide 
for certain marginal seats in Queensland. This is not atypical govemment activity, nor is it 
necessarily wrong. (Gallagher, BPA, p. 298) 
Such accounts are also often subject to public spaces with wider claims to influence. For 
example, in the mid to late 1980s, challenges to Queensland's Board of Senior Secondary 
School Studies originated not just within the private spaces of govemment, as noted above, but 
also in and through the media. In the face of such challenge, the Board resisted what it 
regarded as an incortect view of higher education entry policy 'problems'. That is, it took the 
view that: 
... this is a dull period of time, you know, over Christmas. They'd sell hundreds of 
thousands of extra papers by building it up. So the press built it up and the media built it 
up and they couldn't - either couldn't or didn't want to - see the heart of the problem 
which was the supply and demand thing. And so we had all these myths and furphies 
flying around. (Pitman, CIA, p. 559) 
For the Board, one of its difficulties resided in the magnitude of the policy making space in 
which the papers were engaged, particularly given its experience with public policy places of 
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more limited access. Certainly the Board was aware that 'the paper[s] themselves can shape the 
ideas, but there's also the capacity for that to be a forum where you can test your ideas as well' 
(Kelly, CIA, p. 511), and it was this latter response that the Board found the most challenging. 
Indeed, there almost seemed to be a lack of acceptance by the Board that this wider arena was a 
legitimate site for policy production and, therefore, little understanding that 'you actually have 
to engage publicly now if you're serious about policy developmenf (Kelly, CIA, p. 510). 
However, others within the state were aware that: 
That's the reality we face. This is not the 1950s. This is an example of the Board's 
failure to engage publicly. I mean given that reality, they should have got stuck into that, 
and they're the only ones who could demystify it, who could make it understandable, 
who could give out the comfort messages that we needed, and they tried once or twice 
and then gave up, and blamed the Courier Mail. And the Courier Mail was just 
outrageous - just outrageous but no worse than the Sydney Morning Herald when they 
first put league-tables in or anybody else. And it was - it's a failure to understand modem 
policy making which is a public phenomenon, and if you haven't got the skills or the 
drive to engage publicly, you lose. And the Board could have done that better. (Kelly, 
CIA, p. 510) 
One policy actor willing to engage in the wider arena of policy production was Brian Wilson, 
Vice-Chancellor of The University of Queensland. Wilson's willingness to respond to the 
challenges of broader policy spaces was in part cognisant of their influence on places of policy 
production. As part of his strategy to secure more university places for Queensland, and within 
more formal arenas, he 'wrote a chapter on the funding of higher education in Austtalia which 
was published just two or three months ago in an American intemational perspective book' 
(Wilson, AUA, p. 262), whilst in the less formal environment created by the media 'I've just 
written a comment column for Uni News which takes him [Gavin Brown] on' (Wilson, AUA, 
p. 265), on the issue of the redistribution of higher education places amongst the States. 
In short, Wilson was aware of the dynamics of wider arenas of engagement such as those 
created by the media; that its license enabled certain voices and constrained others and that 
although access to it by policy actors was still restricted, its licence was issued by authorities 
under less influence by the state. Moreover, he understood that the arenas themselves were 
sites of stmggle and not just the issues engaged within them. Hence, in writing to 'cortect' the 
view of the press regarding the merits of redistributing university places in Queensland's 
favour: 
... I felt The Australian [Higher Education Supplement] was compounding the problem 
by publishing only elements supportive of the southern case ... [It] didn't make reference 
to Comben [the Queensland Minister for Education], didn't make reference to what he 
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had said, but put in two big things - three big things in fact - a report on Monash 
[University], which was a repeat to some extent, the thing from [Peter] Karmel [from the 
Australian National University] and the thing from that strange person in Flinders 
[University] ... [I]t just struck me that something had to be done really, to counter that, 
and I didn't know if anyone else in Queensland was going to do it. (Wilson, AUA, p. 
262) 
There were, of course, others in Queensland who were mindful of the influence of the media, 
and the need to engage with it and 'win it over'. Such policy actors were informed by the view 
that the media was 'there to be used, and the pollies use them' (Kelly, CIA, p. 511). Indeed, 
the Goss Labor Govemment made concerted efforts to use the arena to portray 'problems' with 
higher education entry in Queensland as the responsibility of its federal counterpart, so much so 
diat: 
This argument between the State Government and the federal Government is getting 
increasing coverage in the press. The Goss Govemment when it comes to [re]election 
and it hasn't got more [university] places [for Queensland] will be able to tum around and 
say 'the Feds, they may be our Feds, but it's the Feds [who are responsible, not us]. 
(Viviani, AUA, p. 190) 
However, the success of this campaign to re-educate the Queensland public on where the 
responsibility rested for supply issues in higher education entry policy, was not just in the 
positive reception of Queensland Govemment arguments. It also involved securing 'an open 
door policy' (Kelly, CIA, p. 511) with the media, effectively renegotiating its site licence, such 
that the press: 
... now write editorials about it as though they've suddenly discovered it. I mean, we 
were telling them ten years ago, but they've suddenly discovered it and now they 
understand the heart of the problem. You notice the heat is off to a large extent - [it] 
certainly was last year. (Pitman, CIA, p. 559) 
7.4 CONCLUSION 
This Chapter has argued that there are two broad groups of parameter-setting strategies utilised 
in the formation of policy settiements: those that set agendas and those that licence policy 
makers and policy making conditions. With regard to the first, and drawing on Australian 
higher education entry data produced by this research, the Chapter has suggested that settlement 
agendas are established strategically through their naming and framing around broad economic 
and social concems, their incorporation and dislocation of competing agendas, the utilisation of 
coercive levers, and their adjustment over time and space. Issues of licence have also been 
evidenced as important strategies in the formation of settlement parameters, particularly those 
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that lay claim to authority for certain policy producers to initiate change, to govern the 
conditions of actor eligibility and process manageability, and to determine the sites of policy 
engagement. 
In this, the Chapter has been occupied with and has illustrated issues theorised in Chapter 4 
conceming the discursive legitimation of policy settlement parameters and had done so in ways 
that emphasised their asymmetrical, temporary and contextually dependent character. Also 
demonstrated, although to a lesser extent, have been circumstances in which these strategies 
have been dissimulated and reified in the construction of policy production boundaries. 
Further, and in keeping with the Chapter's intent to identify such strategies, much of this has 
been approached from an archaeological perspective with interests not so much in the object of 
higher education entry policy, although some of this has been important to detail as well, but in 
the rules that constitute it as an object of knowledge (Foucault, 1994, p. 121). In seeking out 
these constitutive mles, I have been mindful that: 
Only an archaeology that unearths a discursive practice down to its very roots sees what 
looks from the inside to be a totality from the outside, as something particular that could 
also be otherwise. (Habermas, 1994, p. 60) 
Yet, by itself such analysis is not enough, for: 
Whereas the archaeology of knowledge ... reconsfructs the stratum of mles constitutive 
of discourse, genealogy strives to explain the discontinuous succession of the sign-
systems ... that coerce people into the semantic framework of a determinate interpretation 
of the world. (Habermas, 1994, p. 63) 
To complement the account provided in this Chapter, Chapter 8 which follows seeks to fill out 
the 'hollow forms of bordering formations' (Habermas, 1994, p. 61); to shift from 
archaeological prospecting that excavated an architecture of Australian higher education entry 
policy in Queensland (1987-1996), to genealogical disclosures of sfrategies in the negotiation of 
its particulars. In brief. Chapter 8 draws on data from this archaeological 'dig' for the 
identification of sttategies of negotiation: of trading, bargaining, arguing, stalling, manoeuvring 
and lobbying. It is to a genealogical disclosure of these sttategies that the thesis now tums. 
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STRATEGIES IN 
NEGOTIATING SETTLEMENT PARTICULARS 
8.1 INTRODUCTION 
The focus of the previous Chapter was on identifying sttategies in the formation of policy 
settlement parameters; the mles constitutive of the architecture of Austtalian higher education 
entry policy. This Chapter seeks to extend this analysis by disclosing strategies of negotiation 
in the patteming of settlement particulars; to reveal the settling of Austtalian higher education 
entry in its 'actual functioning' (Habermas, 1994, p. 81). As with Chapter 7, in conceiving of 
these strategies the Chapter is informed by understandings of policy settlements and strategies 
of legitimation theorised in Chapter 4, and by research interviews with individuals involved in 
the production of Australian higher education entry policy from 1987 to 1996. These have 
enabled the development of six sttategies of negotiation as original contributions of the research 
to the analysis of policy production. 
However, where Chapter 7 presents its excavation of the discursive form and formation of a 
diversified-entry settlement in Australian higher education (argued in Chapter 6) against a 
backdrop of its chronological unfolding, the explorations below of the settlement's specific 
discursive practices are more sporadic in their representations and offered in the form of 
descriptive and analytical vignettes. There is not the same impetus in this Chapter to present a 
sequential account that weaves itself through an analysis of strategies of negotiation. In part, 
this is because the broad narratives of higher education entry have already been advanced in 
Chapters 6 and 7, but it also reflects the Chapter's different methodological, theoretical and 
empirical emphases. That is, the delineation here of negotiation strategies is focused on a 
particular dimension of the Australian higher education entry settiement and on the 
encapsulation of these sttategies in 'local' specific knowledges. 
Drawing from Foucault, 'what emerges out of this is something one might call a genealogy, or 
rather a multiplicity of genealogical researches, a painstaking rediscovery of stmggles together 
with the rude memory of their conflicts' (1994, p. 22). For some, such a method conjures up 
images of 'discourses [that] emerge and pop like glittering bubbles from a swamp of 
anonymous processes of subjugation' (Habermas, 1994, p. 81). But 'what it really does is to 
entertain the claims to attention of local, discontinuous, disqualified, illegitimate knowledges 
against the claims of a unitary body of theory which would filter, hierarchize and order them' 
(Foucault, 1994, p. 22). 
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By way of introduction, then, it is important to keep in mind that 'while the sttuggles and 
ambitions described below are presented in isolation, they exist within and are affected by the 
broader political and economic concems and "solutions" outiined in previous chapters' (Ball, 
1990, p. 137). The intention in proposing a genealogy of higher education entry policy is to 
complement rather than compete with the archaeology represented in Chapter 7. In this it 
assumes that while policy actors 'work within the envelope which [others] effectively set - we 
try to push the envelope high and they try to push the bottom end up higher, and left and right 
at the same time' (Cameron, CIA, p. 448) - settlement parameters are: 
... based on everybody cooperating and agreeing. Because at any time the University of 
Queensland could have just said, and still can say, we're not going to use this [new 
system of selecting students for entry]. We'll just set our own test. They can do that any 
time they like. So, it's always been a negotiated settlement, and it's always involved 
most of the players. (Kelly, CIA, p. 499) 
The Chapter proceeds with a genealogy of six strategies in the negotiation of settlement 
particulars developed from the research data: sfrategies of frading, bargaining, arguing, stalling, 
manoeuvring, and lobbying. While their separations imply a certain discreteness, they are more 
cogentiy understood as intertelated. For instance, a certain amount of stalling can be exercised 
in the process of bargaining, lobbying can involve a degree of trading and argument, while a 
strategic manoeuvre might involve several strategies of negotiation. Cognisant of these 
relations, each of these sfrategies is considered in tum. 
8.2 TRADING: NEGOTIATING THE EXCHANGE OF INTERESTS 
One discemible strategy in the negotiation of settlement particulars involves individuals and 
groups of individuals exchanging - not always equally or uniformly - some of their interests in 
order to secure others. Such exchange is referred to here as 'frading'. Braddy's deal with 
Dawkins, revealed in the previous Chapter, is illustrative of such trading where 'we were 
prepared to give up the chairmanship of the review ... [because] we got something in exchange 
that we thought was worthwhile' (Braddy, PPA, pp. 17-18). But frading does not just involve 
'sacrifice' as a means of securing the allocation of certain values, at least not in the sense of 
simply discarding interests. It also entails the strategic adoption of discursive practices as a 
way of 'raising the ante' or provoking others to respond in kind. For example: 
... that business about the [Queensland] State funding places is a way of showing that the 
State is very serious about these things ... I don't think the Feds, could move away from 
it once the State had actually done that. (Wise, CIA, pp. 589-590) 
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Indeed, the trade had already been negotiated beforehand with the Federal Department of 
Employment, Education and Training (DEET). Viviani had spoken to: 
... Paul Hickey, who was the Deputy Secretary of DEET ... [and] said 'Does this cause 
you any problem?' I wanted to make sure that I wasn't asking for something for the State 
to press that the Feds, couldn't deliver. 'No problems at all', he said. (Viviani, AUA, p. 
189) 
In more informal and private arenas there was somewhat of a mixed reaction to such trading as 
a strategy in the negotiation of policy settlements; a reaction, perhaps, to the marriage of 
interests from seemingly disparate genealogies. Wiltshire, for example, commenting on the 
Queensland Govemment's monetary injections into an area of federal financial responsibility, 
was 'delighted that the State Govemment does it. They're to be commended for it... but I think 
it's a very dangerous principle and it's one that really ought to be thought through a little more 
carefully' (Wiltshire, AUA, p. 285). Others, however, were less concemed by the dangers of 
such strategy, prepared to trade off the security of a more settied consensus in exchange for 
policy practices that at least carried some of their claims, if not all. Kelly's genealogical insight 
into the settiement of higher education entry in Queensland is of this order: 
... it has been a struggle for schools to maintain some autonomy and to have their work 
valued [in the context of higher education entry], and through a series of a bit of luck and 
a few tricks, I think they've managed to do that, and the way they've done it is to make 
school-work the door-opener to tertiary institutions ... So, we've managed here in 
Queensland ... to maintain a consensus where all universities will use (a) the same 
system, and (b) a system based on school results, essentially. (Kelly, CIA, p. 494) 
Again, this is not consensus in the sense of universal agreement or even of 'false 
consciousness' achieved through the prevailing influence of dominant discourse. Rather, it is 
consensus of a temporary and, to some extent, openly contradictory kind; settlement held in 
tension, entertaining local, discontinuous, disqualified and illegitimate knowledges filtered and 
ordered through more unitary ones (Foucault, 1994). Hence, while the ttade produced a single 
queue of applicants for universities based on their school results, it was still: 
... at odds with the best elements of secondary assessment, which is good here [in 
Queensland] - the criterion referenced school based stuff - but it's worth it. That's why I 
say everyone's involved, because to achieve that consensus, everyone's been involved 
over a number of years ... [For example] the only reason we had a rank order was 
because unis wanted it - otherwise we wouldn't have bothered. We wouldn't have had 
an ASAT Test, we wouldn't have scaled, we wouldn't have queued the kids - except that 
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universities needed to do it. It was not useful to anyone else, really. (Kelly, CIA, pp. 
494^95) 
The 'mde memory' of these conflicts also informed the struggles of the Viviani Review 
Reference Committee which: 
... kept coming up against the problem that occasionally there was a conflict between the 
two principles, simplicity and fairness. That bedevilled us at many meetings, on many 
occasions, because it is often true that a fair system has to be a complex system. It is 
often the case in public policy making that simple systems are not fair. (Wiltshire, AUA, 
p. 271) 
In a sense these two principles, fairness and simplicity, were represented in the respective 
positions of the Board of Senior Secondary School Studies and of Queensland universities, 
played out within the Reference Committee's corporate memory of previous stmggles and their 
temporary settiements. From this broader perspective: 
... they could see that the universities and the Board need to cooperate very closely, 
because you can't have one without the other. Unless the universities have good 
information, which is reliable [and simple], they can't choose the right students. And 
unless the Board provides that good information, you can't actually expect them 
[universities] to go along with them - and that's the trade. (Viviani, AUA, p. 206) 
Trading, then, is not a strategy aimed at securing agreement so much as suspending 
disagreement; a sttategy of accommodating the interests of others, however distasteful, in order 
that one's own interests might also be secured. For example, 'around that Reference 
Committee, you would never get 100% agreement on anything' (Pitman, CIA, p. 567), and 
several members recognised that their interactions were not engaged on an equal footing, but 
that 'Douglas Porter [representing the University of Queensland and Queensland universities 
generally] ... and [John] Pitman [representing the Board] were the pivotal figures' (Viviani, 
AUA, p. 224). As trading partners, 'they may have disagreed, but they realised that together 
they could get whatever they wanted through, I think, and they did as I see it' (McClelland, 
CIA, p. 524). 
However, what also needs to be seen is that such trading was itself subject to other trade offs. 
It was not just a matter of getting whatever they wanted but also a matter of the ttade agreement 
finding acceptance widiin the wider context of policy production. For instance, Viviani: 
... would come to the Reference Committee and she would listen to them and then she 
would say, 'No, I don't like that, I won't do that' ... [but] she's a very good operator. 
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because at the same time, when she is strong and makes her position, she'll tend to give a 
bit of ground somewhere else. So, she doesn't alienate people, or there's a minimum of 
that. (Pitman, CIA, pp. 567-568) 
Not only was Viviani skilled in trading as a strategy of negotiation, but she also represented 
more strategically located state actors (specifically, the Queensland Minister for Education) 
influential in the establishment of settlement parameters. In short, Viviani was the unifying 
presence in the negotiation of settiement particulars that filtered, hierarchised and ordered 
otherwise illegitimate trade agreements. 
8.3 BARGAINING: NEGOTIATING THE MODERATION OF INTERESTS 
Whereas ttading sttategies attempt to negotiate the settiement of disparate interests by discarding 
or adopting some interests in exchange for the acceptance of others - the latter made palatable 
through the suspension of disagreement - bargaining is aimed at the moderation and softening 
of interests as part of a sttategy of negotiating a common position. That is, consensus achieved 
through bargaining amounts to compromise or intermediary agreement in which elements of all 
interests are represented, even if in some moderated form. In this respect: 
... it's a bit like a lottery that accumulates a lot of littie bits and pieces from lots of 
contributions from a lot of other people as it were, and those other people haven't got 
very much poorer as a result. (Maxwell, AUA, p. 132) 
Charles Lindblom (1965) has written about such strategy in terms of 'partisan mutual 
adjustment'; the process whereby individuals and groups of individuals adjust to each other's 
changing interests with a view to their collective re-alignment. As discussed more fully in 
Chapter 2, Lindblom argues that through such mutual adjustment, policy is produced 
incrementally - with few partisans 'poorer as a result'. But the lottery analogy is also 
illustrative of another important characteristic of bargaining. That is, like settlements reached 
through trading, the investments and retums associated with bargaining are not necessarily 
encountered equally within specific settlements. Hence, it is possible to 'put a dollar in for the 
lottery and somebody wins a million dollars' (Maxwell, AUA, p. 132). 
Such discrepancy was well illustrated in the bargaining over the amount of federally funded 
growth in Australian university places in the period during and immediately following 
Dawkins' restructuring of the higher education sector. While Australian govemments and 
universities were agreed that increased student access to the sector was warranted, the specifics 
of such growth for each State and university was the subject of formal bargaining by 
bureaucrats and university administrators at the Joint Planning Committee and at institutional 
profile visits. Yet, as argued in Chapter 7, even though the Federal Department of 
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Employment, Education and Training (DEET) might have been expected to hold the upper hand 
in such bargaining: 
... we found that of the 100,000 growth places allocated, only 10,000 had gone to people 
first time into higher education - and what had happened was obviously there had been 
labour market sheltering with people continuing study well beyond the expected rate and 
people going to universities providing double degrees and combination programs and 
extending their post-graduate courses. So there was an apparent increase in participation, 
but no increase, really, in access. (Gallagher, BPA, p. 293) 
Moreover: 
... when we looked back on our profiles negotiation, we realised that what we'd done 
was negotiate the margin of growth with institutions. So they put in a profile saying we 
want 200 places to do this. And as a Division [of Higher Education within DEET], we 
hadn't really looked at what they'd done with their base ... we were watching 5,000 
[places] and we had national priorities for it and all this sort of stuff, but meanwhile 
institutions went on merrily doing their base loaded shifts. (Gallagher, BPA, pp. 292-
293) 
Bargain 'hunters', then, can be 'caught out' irrespective of their positioning within contexts of 
policy production. The axiom 'buyer beware' seems applicable here. Such policy making 
might appear at first to satisfy participating interests and to provide for balance amongst these, 
but bargains are themselves subject to changing conditions, interpretations and interpreters that 
can moderate them in unexpected ways. Cleariy, settlements reached through bargaining are 
not static but are open to 'refraction' (Freeland, 1986) and 'secondary adjustment' 
(Riseborough, 1992) - concepts discussed respectively in Chapters 2 and 7 - which might or 
might not involve bargaining as a sttategy in their renegotiation. 
In retuming to the bargaining table to secure a new deal for higher education entry that better 
reflected DEET interests: 
... we went out publicly and got the school leaver targets back because the Govemment 
was getting hit over the head widi the huge retention increases to Year 12 - social pressure 
from parents and kids - and the universities themselves had argued with the [Federal] 
Govemment that they needed to expand the sector in order to accommodate the Year 12 
increases. So we thought at least on that we could hold them, so we included these 
school leaver targets. Then they came back to [us to] say by using them we were denying 
mature age access. (Gallagher, BPA, p. 293) 
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There is a sense in these comments of the bartering involved in bargaining; the oscillation 
between interest positions gravitating towards agreement that is never fully achieved or fixed, 
just temporarily settled and then successively unsettled and resettled. Discontinuities in 
settlement are retumed to below, but what is also disclosed here is that bartering is part of the 
sttategy of bargaining. It is not just that bargaining seeks to reach agreements on which 'we 
could hold them', but that bargainers also strategically engage in the process to achieve 
agreements that most closely resemble their own starting and ongoing interests. For the 
sttategist engaged in bargaining, 'it's very important to understand from the beginning that it's 
not simply about deciding how it will be and then putting it in place. It's a process of 
incremental persuasion, advocacy, education' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 375). 
Certainly this was the approach taken by Tabrett, Stephenson and others within Queensland 
whose interest was in increased growth in the State's higher education places. In employing a 
bargaining sttategy to negotiate a new settlement in Austtalian higher education entry: 
... our role was to try to exert whatever pressure was appropriate to ensure that we got a 
fair shake of the funds. And we had some successes in that, I suppose. To their credit, 
the Federal Govemment, the Commonwealth, had already begun a process of addressing 
earlier imbalances, but our view was that the formula by which they were doing that was 
never going to, over time, give us what was going to be our share. Ultimately there was 
a catch-up, but the catch-up wasn't quick enough to make as much of a difference as we 
wanted and as much as we were rightiy entitied to. (Stephenson, PPA, p. 91) 
There are a few issues worth noting here with respect to these negotiators' bargaining 
'struggles and ambitions' (Ball, 1990, p. 137). Cleariy, their aim was to secure what they 
regarded as Queensland's/a/r share of the nation's higher education places, not just its growth; 
equity and balance popular discursive defences of bargaining negotiations throughout the 1987-
1996 period. So, 'what we argued for originally was we wanted more money' (Braddy, PPA, 
p. 17). And why not? '[Ajfter all, these [federal politicians] are our own fellows' (Wise, CIA, 
p. 605) and could be expected to sympathise with a political position that valued an equity of 
access to higher education across Austtalia. (See Chapter 6 for a more complete account of this 
position.) That is. Federal Labor's actions in 'producing these extreme pressures of demand 
when there's an educational philosophy about open access' (Viviani, AUA, p. 218), was used 
as a bargaining tool by Queensland strategists. It was a way of reframing their otherwise local 
claims into more general ones, so that: 
It isn't just a case of 'pissing in each other's pockets' [an Australian colloquialism for 
quid pro quo}. It is also a case of there being a closer identity or view. Therefore, the 
views of the [Queensland Labor Govemment] are seen as having legitimacy. They're 
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legitimate now because they're being voiced through the same kind of framework -
through the same kind of ideological framework. (Name withheld) 
With dieir interests voiced in this way, Queensland Labor was able to generate: 
... a lot of pressure, and we've tried to meet that, and there's been new campuses created 
up there [in Queensland] ... [Then] in 1992 [when] there was quite a problem of over 
enrolment and overcrowding of institutions ... Peter Baldwin went to Cabinet to get some 
additional places for 1992, so there were additional [places] other than those that were 
already allocated in the triennial process [for negotiation within the Joint Planning 
Committee]. We had an additional number [to give to them]. (Whittleston, BPA, pp. 
394-395) 
The willingness of the Federal Govemment to bargain - or at least Queensland's ability to frame 
its interests in a way that encouraged this - and the Federal Govemment's bargaining strategy 
are also evident here. In negotiating a funding formula for growth in higher education places 
across Australia that, amongst other things, was geared towards redressing the imbalances 
experienced by Queensland, Federal Labor signalled its agreement with the Queensland 
position. But it also revealed its strategy to 'deliver' the agreement incrementally. In this it 
illustrated that agreements amongst groups are not isolated from broader fields of negotiation 
and that these wider relations impact on what is considered possible and desirable in any given 
situation and at any given time. In short, federal politicians and bureaucrats: 
... were victims as we were of a system that... discriminated against Queensland ... [in] 
the way it was originally designed ... [T]he reality is, in the best of all possible worlds, 
they should have taken some money off some other States and given it to us, but it's 
pretty hard to do that politically. (Braddy, PPA, p. 22) 
It is, as Foucault (1994, p. 22) suggests, evidence of the filtering and ordering of local and 
discontinuous claims to attention. Or, in more situated terms, 'it's obviously a political 
decision as to how far growth should go, but you have to look at the whole thing nationally, as 
weir (Whittleston, BPA, p. 398). 
To make the wait more palatable for Queensland negotiators - that is, to hold them to the 
prospect of the agreement being fulfilled over time - the Federal Govemment also offered a 
number of one-off bargains: buildings, grounds and university places (outside the formula) to 
soak up Queensland's unfunded over-enrolment problems. Yet, even though their stmggles 
had produced 'some successes', the ambition of Queensland strategists for higher education 
entry was not entirely appeased - although, it was satisfied to the extent that these interim 
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achievements fell within their overall incremental sttategy. Hence, as part of such strategy they 
continued to project their dissatisfaction with the agreement: 
... that it wasn't being addressed quickly enough to suit the incoming Labor Govemment 
who thought they were being hard done by not getting much, much more. In fact, I 
remember Queensland delegations asking for all of it at one stage, and saying even if we 
got all of it, you know, ifs still not enough. (Milligan, BPA, p. 327) 
Suggested in the tenor of these comments is some disbelief or even contempt for what were 
seen as ambit claims within the parameters of higher education entry; their unreasonableness 
exacerbated in a context where: 
... the States together wanted much more growth than was available nationally. And I 
remember totting up the institutions bid for growth the first year [1988] -1 think it was 
for 14,000 places against the 6,500 available. There wasn't a State in which institutions 
didn't bid up highly for whatever growth was likely to be available. (Milligan, BPA, pp. 
330-331) 
This was also the character of negotiations utilised by the Australian Vice-Chancellors' 
Committee (AVCC) in response to proposals by those outside universities to change what was 
to be valued in senior secondary school curricula - the basis of university student selection 
criteria. Their bargaining strategy was simply: 'we come out and grandstand and say "well, 
we'll have to have our own entry exams"' (Hambly, CIA, p. 490). But 'of course it's an idle 
threat ... that's the sort of tactics you engage in when you're a lobbyist' (Hambly, CIA, p. 
473). Others also recognised the sfrategy for what it was. Quite apart from the substantive 
issue of: 
... whether universities should be encouraged to or persuaded to conduct their own 
entrance examinations, I don't for one moment believe they will. I don't actually think 
diey can afford to. I mean financially it's a very expensive process and I doubt if they've 
got the funds to examine students en masse. (Morrow, CIA, p. 552) 
Disclosed in these comments is that ambit and ambitious claims, serious or otherwise, are 
defined contexttially and intertextually, bodi in terms of what is resourcefully possible and what 
is discursively desirable. These are issues well demonsttated in the particular claims for more 
university places in Queensland. For example, the reaction by the Federal Government to 
Queensland's ambition, and illustrative of the interplay between policy context and text, was 
diat: 
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... if you come up with a national policy about restoring growth to higher education, 
bringing growth back or reinvigorating and restmcturing the system then ... you can't 
seriously implement a policy that is pitched at the national level by putting everything into 
one State ... [Rjemember that the growth was paid for by student fees. I mean, student 
fees were introduced in order to afford the growth that the [Federal] Govemment said it 
couldn't afford by any other means. So the HECS scheme [the Higher Education 
Contribution Scheme] was introduced in order to enable the [Federal] Govemment to 
fund growth. That was the rationalisation. That's where the dollars came from if you 
like. Now, you couldn't in a sense take dollars from students in other States and give it 
all - all of the new revenue that sustained the new growth - to one State alone. (Milligan, 
BPA, pp. 325-326) 
Demonsttated here is that: 
Major public policies are the outcome of a complex round of negotiation between 
interests, choices between values and competition between resources, all linked by 
institutional arrangements and ambitions. There are not single 'best' options for any 
player in this game, for the 'best' outcome depends on what others do and what deals are 
possible. This is a procedure without end, in which policies are never finished, only 
improved or replaced. (Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993, p. 181) 
As implied in this reference and in Chapter 4, settlements are contextually dependent and 
temporary but they are also asymmetrical. Not all policy players are equally equipped, skilled 
or influential in the 'game' or 'lottery' of negotiating settlement particulars. The case has 
already been made in Chapter 7 that within the context of Australian higher education entry the 
Federal Government enjoyed an upper hand in establishing the parameters for negotiation. 
However, it is also important to recognise that with respect to the particulars 'the Goss 
Govemment's in a very strong position politically and can get nothing but good for this State 
[of Queensland]. It ought to push it as far as it can' (Viviani, AUA, p. 191). Certainly, such 
political strength was important in negotiations and, as noted, Queensland strategists 'pushed' 
their claims with some vigour and effect over a sustained period of time. Eventually, the 
sttength of their bargaining position spilled over into negotiations: 
... between Hawke and Dawkins, and Dawkins is fighting very hard and ... I think he's 
fighting very hard because his bureaucrats are saying that 'if you give in to Queensland, if 
you make an adjustment on Queensland's side, then you open yourself to push down 
New South Wales and Victoria and you shouldn't do that' ... Dawkins has been ... [is] 
being Draconian about negotiations. (Viviani, AUA, pp. 190-191) 
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Again, these comments provide evidence of the influence of intertextuality on bargaining, 
particularly by those negotiators with a unifying brief, and of the impact on the possibilities for 
policy. But these constraints are not fixed, nor are they absolute. It is, perhaps, a self-evident 
addendum to Offe's observation of interest group dynamics, raised in Chapter 7, that different 
circumstances and individuals - including a different Prime Minister and Minister - with 
different determinations are also able to 'produce vastiy different organisational manifestations 
and practices' (1981, p. 124). While the negotiation of change was not inevitable: 
... I talked to Crean as recentiy as a couple of weeks ago [August, 1994] - and he says, 
'Well, I recognise something has to be done about it, but it's very, very difficult'. And it 
looks as if the [Federal] Govemment will actually cough up some money, and it looks as 
if they'll actually take money back from everybody and then dole it out [to growth areas 
such as Queensland]. (Wilson, AUA, p. 244) 
Bargaining, it seems, is of this incremental and discontinuous pattem; 'cumulative and ad hoc' 
and in a sense, self-producing of policy, 'not a process of fine strategic, political control' (Ball, 
1990, p. 155). 
8.4 ARGUING: NEGOTIATING THE PERSUASION OF INTERESTS 
There is a certain progression from ttading to bargaining; a shift from accepting disagreement in 
order that some interests might be advanced in their entirety, to accepting most interests in part, 
in order to secure agreement - although, as demonstrated, the latter is never fully or finally 
agreed and in this sense looks much like the suspended disagreements of trading. If we were to 
follow the progression of negotiation sttategies further we might consider argument; a strategy 
utilised to persuade interests, supported by certain justifications (retumed to below). The 
sttategy was well utilised in producing die text of the Viviani Review, where: 
We had a lot of big fights about important things ... I tiled very hard to talk them into one 
form of scaling - I tried really hard - and if you read Maxwell's argument (the first 
appendix) you can see why I couldn't and anyone who wants to get rid of one form of 
scaling, has to answer Maxwell's argument. And that's why it's there as the first 
appendix [in the Viviani Review]. (Viviani, AUA, p. 232) 
For some, arguing and 'puzzling' (Heclo, 1974) are central to 'good' policy production. 
Indeed, such analysts argue that in terms of policy making models 'the best option is the one 
which persuades and can be justified, the best policy process the one which encourages 
argument' (Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993, p. 181). As illustrated, arguments of 
this calibre were certainly evident in the particular negotiation of Australia's higher education 
entry settlement. Dawkins, too, as noted in Chapter 7, 'had some fiery times on those AEC 
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meetings. I'm sure he wasn't able to ram his agenda through. I mean, he had to do a lot of 
persuasive argument' (Whittleston, BPA, p. 402). 
His 'successes' and those of his Government in doing so are also the subject of much 
discussion in Chapter 7. But what is proposed here, and is attempted more generally in this 
Chapter, is an 'analytical caveat' to the general acceptance of Dawkins' agenda and his 
persuasive argument; a reservation which is not adequately revealed simply through the 
acknowledgment of fiery debate. Also broached is a disclosure of the political nature of 
arguments and their sttategic use in the negotiation of settlement particulars. In particular, 
policy analysts need to be reminded that 'while there were undoubtedly some voices ... 
speaking for greater prescription and intervention the key actors in this drama of power were 
not subtiy and strategically in control of history' (Ball, 1990, p. 154), at least not completely. 
An example of this can be seen in Dawkins' proposal to the AEC to establish the Finn Review 
of post-compulsory education: 
... I remember Joan Kimer was opposed to it. Now, Dawkins had already had his press 
release drafted and somehow her staff had got wind of this and she floored him in the 
discussion by saying, 'Well, if this is all you're here to debate. Minister, and you are not 
acmally pushing a Commonwealth agenda, how does it come about that there is already a 
press release drafted for the announcement?' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 363) 
And on an earlier occasion when Dawkins was arguing within the AEC for the establishment of 
a national curriculum, there: 
... was one hell of a bun-fight. And that's where I first got to know Carmen Lawrence. 
She was the Minister [for Education in Westem Austtalia] then, and Joan Kimer was the 
Minister for Education for Victoria at that time ... Carmen Lawrence wasn't going to have 
a bar of John Dawkins' centralised curriculum development ... they refer to it as the 
Hobart meeting ... [Instead] we came up with a nine point plan. They were goals you 
had to achieve, but you achieved it within your own system. (Littleproud, PPA, p. 34) 
Even though Dawkins and the Federal Govemment were broadly influential in the making of 
policy, demonstrated here is that the specifics were subject to debate amongst several interests. 
This was particulariy apparent in the AEC which was 'still rooted in the prevailing discourse of 
partnership ... Thus, these policy muscle-flexings did not go unopposed at this time, and the 
resistant voices, or some voices, sometimes, had to be listened to' (Ball, 1990, p. 145). 
Whereas, in other arenas such as the Viviani Review in which relations were differently 
constituted - not in terms of partnership but in terms of reference - the influence of broader 
agendas was more significant in the specifics of policy production. That is, while Maxwell's 
argument 'had to be listened to', the importance of his voice of resistance was much more 
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Strongly determined and ordered by broader arguments imposed by Viviani. Hence, on other 
occasions: 
... for example, I told her that the appeals process that she put in her review wouldn't 
work, because we had an admissions process in Queensland where time was of the 
essence, and to have an elaborate appeals process of the sort that she envisaged just 
wouldn't work. She didn't accept that, because she said to me - I can remember her 
saying to me - 'Douglas, only you and I are interested in that appeals process and it will 
work the way you want it to work, whatever I say.' Now, I suppose she was right, but 
the Report was hers and the decision was the Minister's, and that was very clear. 
(Porter, AUA, p. 159) 
Like bargaining, then, arguing is not a finely-mned sttategy that can be completely controlled at 
the level of the particular. Nonetheless, it is strategic beyond the semblance of informed 
debate. That is, arguments are not won or lost simply at the level of argument. In much the 
same way: 
... policy is not the result of deductions from a clear statement of national objectives. It is 
the product of the competition of purposes within individuals and groups and among 
individuals and groups. It is the result of politics not logic, more an arena than a unity. 
(Huntington, 1961, p. 2) 
In short, the strategy of argument is in its persuasion, its reliance on supportive points of 
reference to convince individuals and groups of particular interests. In negotiating the 
settlement particulars of Austtalian higher education entty, diere are at least three general points 
of reference that can be identified as persuasive of particular arguments: the charm of the 
charismatic, the familiarity of tradition, and the rational claims to certainty. 
8.4.1 Charisma: the charm of the messenger 
Charisma, as a point of persuasive reference for arguments, tends to highlight the messenger as 
much as the message. In other words, there is a dependence on an individual's personal 
attributes to help persuade others, not just on the attributes of their arguments. Specifically, as 
a sttategy in the negotiation of setiJement particulars, charismatic persuasion rests on references 
to such things as an individual's eloquence of expression, the strength of their interpersonal 
relations, the organisation of their ideas and affairs, their record of negotiation, and their status 
within the policy arena; issues alluded to in Chapter 7 in the discussion of licensing authorities 
and conditions. Yet, as implied above, these attributes are still evident in combination witii and 
supportive of arguments used to 'floor' others in discussion. By way of illustration: 
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... of all the education ministers and other people who lined up to fight Dawkins, Joan 
Kimer was the only one who was ever a step ahead of him and could actually beat him on 
his own turf ... [she was] fantastic. I was really impressed. (Name withheld) 
Similar commendations of persuasive abilities were also made of Viviani. In a context of policy 
text production where 'it depended very much on the calibre of the reviewer, to manage to 
complete the whole process in that period of time' (Maxwell, AUA, p. 124), Viviani was seen 
as 'so good at her work [and she worked] with such capacity and integrity that she won them 
over ... she performed very well' (Braddy, PPA, p. 10). Stephenson, for example, 'recall[s] 
meeting her for the first time and was very impressed by her. [It] sort of clicked from there' 
(Stephenson, PPA, p. 88). 
Yet, the appealing qualities of Viviani's persuasive argument should not be championed over or 
separated from the arguments themselves. Indeed, those who were less attracted by Viviani's 
charisma and who laid store in alternative points of reference, were not 'starry eyed about her 
the way the [Queensland] Govemment was. They think she's the saviour of anything that they 
put her on to, but [I think] she did an honest job' (Kelly, CIA, p. 498). Illustrated here is that 
charisma is not enough to convince, certainly not over time and space, but that arguments need 
to be grounded in other forms of support. 
8.4.2 Tradition: the appeal of the famihar 
Another significant and strategic point of reference for arguing involves the appeal of the 
familiar. Arguments surrounding senior secondary schooling and its connections with higher 
education entry provide one example of such reference to tradition in the context of negotiating 
settlement particulars. The argument that built up over time, and formed itself around the 
ttaditional, was that: 
... people were finding that kids weren't getting the places [in university]. Now this is a 
fairiy new thing, because if you go back long enough, as you know, you could walk into 
a university in this State ... And so parents, as much as any, couldn't understand what's 
going on? My kid's done Year 12 and not getting in. So, there must be something 
wrong with the system. (Pitman, CIA, p. 559) 
Here it is evident that tradition was being used to support an argument for retroactive change -
to go back to how things used to be - but ttadition is more often supportive of retaining existing 
arrangements. On the same issue, differentiy located individuals opposed such change also on 
the basis of tradition. So, even though: 
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... for years, he'd [John Pitman] met with our Vice-Chancellors and tried to persuade 
them that the system wasn't supportable ... their catch cry was 'It's been working fine. 
We like it the way it is'. (McClelland, CIA, p. 520) 
In both of these examples the familiar is strategically used as a positive support for the 
arguments presented. But other policy actors were less convinced of the merits of such 
references. Their strategy in advancing arguments was sometimes built on the portrayal of 
ttadition as obsolete, producing arguments in Australian higher education entry which depicted 
'some of the regulatory devices that States have traditionally used in the education field [to 
determine higher education entry, as] expired in terms of their usefulness' (Gallagher, BPA, p. 
303). Expanded, the argument took two interrelated forms. First, there was the complaint of 
practices losing touch with their ttaditional rationales: 
... I don't believe that if our objective as a nation is to get the large majority of our young 
people through to Year 12 that it makes sense, that for reasons which are lost in the mists 
of time, that the various Year 12s [from State to State] are so different - and assessed 
differentiy. (Chubb, CIA, p. 455) 
Secondly, there was the criticism of using traditional methods to address situations which had 
no ttadition: 
No previous generation of schools had to cater for these young people in Years 11 and 
12. So we have to review what they're doing. They're still having to teach as though the 
post-compulsory years comprised a group of selected - not self-selected - but selected 
people who could have been predicted when they were five years old to succeed because 
of their social situation. (Morrow, CIA, p. 551) 
Both arguments not only denounce a reliance on tradition but also hint of a different point of 
reference, that of rationality, as being more convincing. 
8.4.3 Rationality: the claim to certainty 
In suggesting above that the best strategy for the negotiation of settlement particulars is 'one 
which persuades and can be justified' (Davis, Wanna, Warhurst & Weller, 1993, p. 181), 
Davis and his colleagues seem to imply that the best justification is one which is based in 
reason. The possibility of policy production as a rational process has already been canvassed in 
Chapter 2, in relation to the ideas of Herbert Simon (1947; 1957; 1960; 1983), and found 
wanting in its claim to certainty. But as a sttategy of negotiation, rationality - irrespective of its 
possibility - provides argument with a reference point with some potency. Informed by reason, 
argument champions itself as 'rational because it follows a logical ordered sequence, and 
comprehensive because it canvasses, assesses and compares all options' (Davis, Wanna, 
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Warhurst & Weller, 1993, pp. 160-161), or at least all options 'bounded', in this case, within 
die settiement parameters of higher education entry. 
Much evidence of 'rational' argument can be found in the settling of Australian higher education 
entry particulars (retumed to below). What is also evident is that these discourses that 'filter, 
hierarchize and order' are similar to the unitary theories that disqualify as illegitimate other local 
and discontinuous arguments 'in the name of some tme knowledge and some arbitrary idea of 
what constitutes a science and its objects' (Foucault, 1994, p. 22). That is, the complexity and 
coverage of rationality, much like the naming and framing of policy agendas (discussed in 
Chapter 7), are informed by politics in the name o/logic and by the particular in the name o/the 
comprehensive. Indeed, the ad hocery and serendipity of rational argument were well 
understood by producers of higher education entry policy themselves: 
... I think quite often, and I find this in my job, that people outside believe that you go 
through a process of rational and logical thought at times when none of that takes place. 
You've had to brainstorm or you sit around and somebody has a bright idea, 'what 
about?' - and it's picked up, and there's nothing more to it than that. 1 mean, it's not a 
logical process. (Porter, AUA, p. 156) 
However, 'people outside' can be forgiven for believing in rationality, particularly given its 
status in the persuasion of policy production. To illustrate, 'there's a very interesting paper 
given by Linda Rosenman who is the Chair of the Academic Board of the University of 
Queensland [UQ, and] there's a very uninteresting paper given a couple of weeks back by 
Boris Schedvin from the University of Melbourne' (Gallagher, BPA, p. 311). Here, and 
below, the reader should translate 'interesting' and 'decent' as rational, ordered, and 
comprehensive, and 'uninteresting' and 'silly' as irrational, disorganised and unrepresentative. 
Hence: 
... the Rosenman paper was interesting because they spent the last 12 months at UQ 
looking at whether they should have a first year - kind of common year ... At the end of 
the day, I mean, she basically said there were more cons than pros. And then entered 
Schedvin who hadn't thought about pros and cons and just said it seemed like a good idea 
and [he] wrote this silly paper that got written up [in the newspapers] all over the country 
... So we have funded Linda under our Evaluation and Investigation Program [EIP] now 
to write up the models, the pros and cons and the models, so there can be decent public 
debate about it. (Gallagher, BPA, pp. 311-312) 
The privileging of argument that appears as balanced and extensive, and, therefore, reasoned, is 
important to note here. Indeed, rational 'appearance', often represented in the form of 
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Statistics, was a significant strategy in privileging arguments and was used with great effect by 
some policy producers: 
... I've done it myself. It's the old story. Suddenly, you know, you're not getting 
anywhere - so ... they then brought in what they called a technical committee ... they'd 
do a lot of work in between meetings and then come [back] with these very [statistical 
arguments] - and, of course, for people such as myself ... it was very hard to see the 
wood for the trees ... John [Pitman] is a very persuasive [speaker] ... I've seen him get 
up in all sorts of audiences and [he] can be very, very persuasive ... [H]e knows his facts 
and sounds terribly knowledgeable and he knows exactly where he wants to go. 
(McClelland, CIA, p. 521) 
Rationality, then, has a political intent. That is, rather than simply directed at verifying the 
certainty of arguments, rationality seeks to unify; to regulate contexts of policy production 
through ordered and filtered agreements. Foucault (1991, see in particular pp. 98-99) writes of 
this interaction between certainty and control in terms of the eighteenth century emergence of 
the 'science' of govemment out of the 'art' of govemment; conceived outside of a judicial 
framework and within a rational one which is cognisant of regularities rather than 
idiosyncrasies and of broad populations rather than families. Drawing on Foucault, certainty in 
the service of argument (illustrated below in the stalling of the Board of Senior Secondary 
School Studies) is similar to the objective of 'mercantilism ... [which] sought a way not so 
much to increase the wealth of the country as to allow the ruler to accumulate wealth' (1991, p. 
98). Here statistics is of little value other than to the 'king' in his 'counting house'. But in 
support of a more sttategic govemance: 
... 'statistics' which, in mercantilist tradition, only ever worked within and for the benefit 
of a monarchical administtation that functioned according to the form of sovereignty, now 
becomes the major technical factor, or one of the major technical factors, of this new 
technology. (Foucauh, 1991, p. 99) 
Applying such technology to the negotiation of settlement particulars we might conclude that the 
generation of '"statistics", meaning the science of the state' (Foucault, 1991, p. 96), is a major 
strategy, and the disposition of the population a major object, of rational and conscious 
argument. Certainly these were evident in the arguments discemible within the Australian 
higher education entiy settlement and, in particular, in the debate that revolved around what was 
termed 'unmet demand' (discussed in more detail in Chapters 6 and 7). In short, it was an 
argument directed toward securing greater federal funding for Queensland universities to 
enlarge their student populations, from a Federal Govemment which - operating within the 
'bounds' of what it regarded as ideologically, politically, and economically possible - claimed a 
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rational approach to the distribution of its financial resources. In the specific determinations of 
the funding each State was to receive for university places: 
The three factors that were taken into account were: the participation rate in higher 
education, how did that look per 1,000 of population? Then, what was happening to 
population growth? Which states were growing and what was the nature of that growth? 
Was it coming from primary age groups? Or was it not? And then the third thing was 
school retention, where was that going? And how fast was it going? (Milligan, BPA, p. 
326) 
As indicated, this rational response sought to determine the particulars of what was essentially a 
political decision: to alleviate the simation that had developed 'through the '80s [in which] there 
were no additional places for universities' (Wilson, AUA, p. 243), at a time when there was a 
dramatic rise in secondary school retention rates in the post compulsory years and, according to 
the 1991 Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) census, when there was a 'very significant 
movement in primary age groups into Queensland' (Milligan, BPA, p. 325). It was within 
these rational parameters that particular States also sought to pursue their own political 
determinations. For example, the position of Queensland in relation to these statistics was 
portrayed by its advocates as particularly acute: 
... that's why we generated the national figures based on State unmet demand figures, to 
put pressure on to get more places. In terms of the profile visit, we always indicated that 
we had this paradox of having the largest percentage of people continuing to Year 12 -
except the ACT - but we had the lowest participation rate in universities and the only issue 
that could affect that is the number of places that were available. And we had been told 
that we got 17% of the new places, etc. etc. etc. Nobody ever acknowledged that our 
starting point was lower ... But the thing really came into focus whenever figures started 
emerging about the potential growth of Queensland projected into the next century. 
(Wilson, AUA, p. 243) 
For some, it was 'not a very sophisticated argument. It's just that there's a growth in a 
particular age group in Queensland, and [the argument was that] the participation [in its 
universities] ought to be equal' (Chubb, CIA, p. 457) with those of other States. Certainly, 
population figures were prominent in their support of the Queensland position. However, the 
argument's sophistication rested more in their manipulation and the statistical significance 
attiibuted to Queensland with larger than average numbers of qualified yet rejected university 
applicants. It was these two references to the disposition and distribution of the university 
applicant population, embodied in 'unmet demand', that signalled 'the most immediate, urgent, 
politically dramatic manifestation, 1 guess, of the problems' (Milligan, BPA, p. 327). 
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Not surprisingly, then, it was on these same two issues that the rationality, and sfrategy, of the 
argument was challenged; first, by default: 
... I was down at one of these AVCC meetings where, you know, Frank Hambly had all 
the heads of admission centres and we were talking about the unmet demand ... [W]e'd 
done a couple of these surveys and ... they kept talking about qualified applicants. They 
didn't want anyone who was not qualified to be included ... I said, 'This is nonsense, 
what is meant by qualified' and we were trying to talk about qualified and no one - there 
was no consensus. There was no national standard by which you'd say someone was 
qualified for tertiary enfrance. (McClelland, CIA, p. 534) 
The significance of this comment rests in the history that in the mid 1980s unmet demand was 
recognised as such a useful and powerful argument for all States that it was taken over from 
Queensland by the Australian Vice-Chancellors Committee (AVCC), which then became 
responsible for publishing the relevant comparative figures on the basis of statistics supplied by 
the respective State admission centres. Initially, such cenfralisation of the argument served to 
add sfrength to Queensland's position, but without a uniform logic or method of calculation of 
the raw data, the resulting argument was potentially weakened. And it was a weakness later 
accenmated by particular States which used the inconsistency of statistical definitions to pursue 
their own political agendas. Like McClelland above, other Queensland advocates of the 
problems of unmet demand were not unaware of the dangers in such discontinuity, even for the 
carriage of the argument nationally: 
... I talked to John Mularvey at the AVCC. I said 'why do you produce these figures for 
Victoria?' And he says, 'well, there's no point in us fighting it. Why don't we just 
publish them and every one will realise they're stupid, they're unbelievable'. But of 
course, they're used, and it's stupid for the AVCC to essentially put out a document 
which allegedly surveys unmet demand across the country without saying nobody 
believes die Victorian figures of eligible students. (Wilson, AUA, p. 244) 
Federal bureaucrats, too, were concemed that: 
... unmet demand was a pretty loose kind of concept and you needed to get inside it and 
unpack it and see what it really consisted of ... So we got studies mounted in the two 
States where unmet demand was highest which was Victoria and Queensland ... that was 
the 1991 smdy that Bevan Pope [in Queensland] and the people in Victoria - Nigel Smart 
I think - collaborated in doing. (Milligan, BPA, p. 327) 
Evident, then, is the inseparability of politics and logic in the production of arguments of this 
kind. That is, rational argument often involves what 'appears' to be apolitical statistical 
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calculation that is more cogentiy understood as strategy: evidence statistically arranged and 
defined in ways to secure particular interests. Further, and paradoxically, it appears that the 
logic of statistical calculation is both a site of political challenge as well as its 'weapon'. 
A second front on which the rationality of unmet demand was challenged concemed its implied 
claim to coverage. Essentially, this was a dispute over where to draw the boundaries around 
evidence, what issues to include and what to exclude in order to form a comprehensive 
assessment of how many university places were needed in Queensland. Aimed at such 
assessment, the DEET funded studies of Victoria and Queensland revealed a different set of 
statistics which 'took some of the drama out of unmet demand' (Milligan, BPA, p. 327), at 
least for the Federal Govemment. Hence, Gallagher was able to argue that: 
... the population basis for demand in Queensland is theoretically high and growing, but 
the effective demand for places in Queensland is lower than in Victoria which is driven by 
participation and industry factors and cultural factors ... If you look at the unmet demand 
relationships across the States, Queensland hasn't got the same claim. I'm not saying it 
hasn't got a claim. What I'm saying is that educational demand is driven by a variety of 
factors, one of which is population. Now New South Wales used to argue for 28% - so 
whatever was going. New South Wales wanted 28% of it. It was their State share on a 
population basis. Queensland started to argue that but they could never deliver their State 
share because [of] the other factors underpinning educational demand: cultural valuing of 
education, retention to Year 12, a professional employment structure, and high 
participation from a cohort that then bred another cohort as you have in Victoria. Those 
factors weren't operating in Queensland. (Gallagher, BPA, p. 294) 
Illustrated above is that in arguing for particular settlements of higher education entry, 'nine 
times out of ten, these are political rather than rational decisions' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 357), 
negotiated through 'moral persuasion ... [arguments] which are full of a long whinge, 
supported by this good data that shows that Queensland's been "done" historically' (Tabrett, 
BPA, p. 362). That is, rational arguments involve strategies which attempt to give the 
appearance of impartiality, particularly through their statistical references to logic and coverage. 
Through such reference, it appeared that there was: 
... a whole set of rational factors taken into account, but there was no formulaic process 
at the end of the day that said you weigh this by 2 by 1 and you add up a whole algorithm 
of factors to spit something out of a computer at the end that says determinately that's 
what State X gets, and that's what State Y gets. It wasn't done that way, and it never 
will be that way. (Milligan, BPA, pp. 338-339) 
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Even so, in negotiating the settlement particulars of higher education entry, rationality, more 
than charisma and tradition, formed the basis of argument in the strategy to persuade interests 
towards particular agreement. 
8.5 STALLING: DELAYING THE NEGOTIATION OF INTERESTS 
A fourth sttategy of negotiation is perhaps better understood as one intent on delay. Associated 
with the discursive practices of trading, bargaining and arguing over particulars, stalling as 
strategy is much like the ambit and ambitious claims of bargaining in that it seeks to 'hold out' 
for final agreements that most resemble the interests of stallers. And like bargaining, stalling 
can be far more proactive than simply refusing to accede to negotiation. The attempt (noted 
above) to reframe unmet demand within different parameters to defuse its claim, is of this 
calibre. Arguing in this way, DEET and others were able to stall negotiations for more 
university places in Queensland, at least until the logic of these competing arguments were 
sufficiendy challenged. 
More generally it can be seen that arguments are not just inttoduced for their intrinsic value but 
also at times for their ability to 'hold off and divert the arguments and interests of others. 
Hence, when the counter-argument to unmet demand in Queensland - that there existed a greater 
'cultural valuing of education' in southern States such as Victoria - was exposed as elitist, 
stalling resurfaced in arguments for greater student mobility, albeit within a context of 
discontinued funding for growth in student places. This 'new' reasoning proceeded along the 
lines that if Austtalian higher education students were more mobile, as in the United Kingdom 
and the United States of America, then problems of supply, defined as the uneven distribution 
of places between States, would not be an issue. Given this different conception of the 
'problem', like the renaming and reframing of agendas discussed in Chapter 7, different 
solutions became apparent. The focus shifted from unmet demand and the need for more 
smdent places, to mobility 'disincentives. It's actually more difficult to get into a university in a 
State other than the one in which you did your Year 12, and that's silly' (Chubb, CIA, p. 455). 
It is worth noting here that stalling involves a degree of dissimulation - similar to the 
concealment of politics and the particular in rational argument - yet its effectiveness is also 
dependent on its association with genuine engagement with processes of negotiation. This 
proactive, concealed stalling is well illustrated in Wilson's commentary on the strategic 
argument of his southem counterparts and reveals an intent more in keeping with maintaining 
the status quo in terms of the supply and distribution of student places amongst States and 
instimtions. As noted, initially the proposition was that: 
... 'we're culturally better' - he's now gone away from that, and he's now talking about 
'mobility is what we need and everybody knows we need it'. So he's jumped onto 
something that everybody would like and with the view, of course, that 'Queenslanders 
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can come down here'. And my response to that is that it could, of course, make a tiny 
impression on the population movement in Austtalia but isn't it rather anomalous that one 
should be talking about mobility without talking about the opportunity for Adelaide 
students to come to Queensland ... [T]hey keep talking about the unified national system 
... [but] all they want to happen is that there should be no change, no redisttibution. 
(Wilson, AUA, pp. 265-266) 
A second example of stalling, but of a more reactive and less strategic kind, is evident in the 
interactions surrounding the Queensland Board of Senior Secondary School Studies. Like 
several advocates of higher education entry in Queensland: 
... one of the sources of greatest frustration for me and for this Board all through the 
early 80s was the fact that we could never ever get any dialogue with the Federal 
govemment. It was a stone wall ... I went to Canberra on a number of occasions and 
interviewed numbers of different people ... They'd always be interviewed off the record, 
particularly if they were senior public servants. Never on the record ... We believed that 
Queensland was being given a raw deal in terms of allocation of places and funds and all 
the rest of it. (Pitman, CIA, pp. 574-575) 
At a State level, too: 
... the [National Party] Govemment was a little bit cynical about it. It didn't want the 
problem for a start. It just didn't want to recognise that the problem was there. It saw it 
as something that was peripheral to the whole education process. It was just a nuisance 
and hopefully would all go away. (Pitman, CIA, p. 559) 
The Board was similariy frusttated through the 1980s by the response it received from several 
University of Queensland administrators. Concerned about the 'backwash' effects on 
Queensland schooling caused by the setting of prerequisite subjects for entry into certain 
University of Queensland faculties, Pitinan, as Executive Director of the Board: 
... did try to have discussions with various Deans and people if I remember rightiy, and 
I'm afraid the attitude [was fairiy unresponsive] - see, the University of Queensland very 
much dominated everything that happened in tertiary entrance in this State, and it still 
continues to want to dominate, and I think he was met with a lot of - how can one put it. 
I can't think of the word, really, that's polite - sort of, they'd listen but ... they didn't 
want to know about it, and I think he felt a bit insulted at times that they wouldn't really 
[acknowledge his arguments]. Oh, they'd listen and be polite, but [they would] go away 
and do the exact opposite. (McClelland, CIA, p. 520) 
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However, more typically it was the Board of Senior Secondary School Studies that was 
portrayed as unwilling to negotiate on the particulars of higher education entry, some 
suggesting that 'the Board thought it was their God given right to decide what should happen' 
(Powell, PPA, p. 56). Yet, its posturing and responses to criticism, unlike that of the 
University of Queensland, appeared less secure than these remarks might suggest; the same 
observer commenting that the Board 'always seemed to have a knee-jerk reaction to any 
problem that came up. They were particularly thin skinned, and wouldn't look through a 
problem to see where the problem was coming from and what they could do about it' (Powell, 
PPA, p. 56). Irrespective of whether the Board's stalling was informed by arrogance, 
insecurity or different conditions, and responding to the public's perception that the Queensland 
mechanism for determining entry into higher education was part of the reason for the high 
number of smdents being denied access: 
... the Board's view, opposite to parents and teachers, was 'this system is fair. We're 
telling you, here are the numbers'. This was the response of the public agency 
responsible for this ... [In a context where] there weren't enough places [and] people 
thought the system was unfair, the Board said the system was fair and resisted that. 
(Viviani, AUA, p. 196) 
As noted, the Board's resistance was focused on its understanding of the selection system 
rather than through a consideration of the public blending of this with the under supply of 
places. Yet, even in relation to the Board's own considerations, 'people kept saying, "Well, 
why do you have to have five Board subjects [in order to calculate a tertiary entrance score]? 
Why can't you have fewer than five?" Well, there are very good statistical and technical 
arguments for that' (Pitinan, CIA, p. 565). Illustrated in this response to complaint is a lack of 
sttategy, and perhaps even a sense of the need for sttategy, which goes beyond the bounds of 
stalling in negotiating settlement particulars. For the Board, die certainty of rational argument, 
based on statistical data, was absolute; beyond negotiation. Hence, in confronting, rather than 
engaging with, the claim above tiiat the system was unfair: 
We tried to counter it with what we thought was good information, but we weren't even 
making a dent in it ... [Tjhere was an anger building up and rationality and reasoned 
responses just weren't in the hunt, as it mmed out - looking backwards on it. (Pitman, 
CIA, p. 559) 
Others interpreted 'good information' to mean that 'what the Board was inclined to do was to 
deny people's perceptual understandings about what can happen in the system rather than to 
investigate the validity of such claims' (Maxwell, AUA, p. 134). So, even though 'political 
pressure coming indirectiy, forced the Board into its inquiry' (Viviani, AUA, p. 196) - the 
Pitman Report, which was completed in mid 1987 - several policy actors interpreted the final 
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report as 'a bit of tinkering which was sort of an attempt to say we've done something' 
(Stephenson, PPA, p. 85). It seems that stalling - whether intentional or otherwise - can invite 
a similar response, particularly if it is viewed as other than a genuine engagement with the 
negotiation process and particulariy if the recipients regard themselves as having greater licence 
to determine the particulars of settlement. This was well illustrated in the response to the 
Pitinan Report: 
... when it came out, 1 took two of my colleagues and we did a presentation for the JAC 
[Joint Advisory Committee on Post-Secondary Education in Queensland]. They were 
very courteous and asked a lot of interesting questions and at the end of the day, one of 
them ... said, 'You'll have an uphill battle with this.' 'Why will we have an uphill battle 
with it?' 'Weir, he said, 'It's just the momentum of the thing. You'll never get the 
momentum up'. And I thought, 'Well, yes, maybe you're right'. And that was the 
thing. It never ever gathered any momentum ... And I'd say, from where I sit, that 
probably the Vice-Chancellors said among themselves, 'Oh, look, if we stall on this it'll 
probably go away. It's just too much to bite, too big of a mouthful'. (Pitman, CIA, pp. 
569-570) 
Here there is no sense of the trading exchanges of suspended disagreement, of bargaining 
oscillating towards compromise, or even of argument that might 'persuade somebody else that 
it's their problem, or their opportunity' (Cameron, CIA, p. 451). What is evident, however, 
are disparate interests that seemed to deny the legitimacy of others and negotiations that had 
'reached an impasse: everybody wanted the TE Score changed, except the University of 
Queensland and the Board, and people just wouldn't wear it.' (Viviani, AUA, p. 196). In 
short, the shift in interest negotiation from delay to denial reduced the sttategic value of stalling 
and exposed would-be policy makers to influences and authorities more strategically located 
and licensed. The genealogical account was that: 
... the Board was a very technical body in nature and didn't have ... much of a priority to 
deal with the community or public relations aspects of its job. So, it was doing a 
difficult, technical job very well, very efficientiy, but I suppose it needed to be exposed to 
other views. It needed to be brought out into the worid where other people were, so to 
speak. (Stephenson, PPA, p. 88) 
Later, brought out into this worid of negotiation - the arena of the Viviani Review Reference 
Committee - the Board took some time to sttategically adjust before it was able to negotiate tiie 
ttade detailed above. Almost locked in to a reactive form of stalling: 
... the things that stand out in my mind is a lot of defensive comment... people resented 
the idea that everything that had gone in the past was all bad ... I'm not saying Nancy 
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Viviani was doing that at all - she didn't - but unfortunately, I think some people 
suddenly were on the defensive because they thought that the system they'd been 
[associated with was now seen as inappropriate] - and this wasn't just the John Pitmans -
this was people who'd served on the Board and been very active, as parents and citizens 
or whatever. (McClelland, CIA, p. 525) 
Perhaps more than anything else, these comments conceming the Board of Senior Secondary 
School Studies illusfrate the consequences for negotiators who choose stalling to the exclusion 
of all other strategies, particularly when their position of negotiation is not as well located as 
that of others. That is, negotiators need to have a good mastery of strategy selection and, by 
most accounts: 
The Board has not got a good strategic sense. They have missed the public opportunity 
to grasp this stuff and if they had any brains they would have seen the writing on the wall 
and done what you needed to survive ... They needed to do PR [public relations], they 
needed to do public work, they needed to promote what they were doing. They needed to 
make partnerships with the powerful people that are now pushing the agenda. They 
didn't. And so what they had was lots of loose cannons whingeing about them and they 
still have not got over it. They've still got a chip on their shoulder about TEPA, but they 
made no attempt [to do anything about it]. And you could do the Board in publicly in 
about half a day, really, if you put your mind to it. Not on the basis that Wiltshire has 
recommended it, but on the basis that they've lost their niche and they haven't carved out 
a new one. (Name withheld) 
The rewards, then, of stalling are significant but the penalties can be equally dramatic. To be 
effective as strategy, stalling must at least carry the appearance of demonstrated engagement 
with negotiation. However, without this stallers mn the risk of having their interests negotiated 
out of contention. 
8.6 MANOEUVRING: NEGOTIATING THE CIRCUMVENTION OF INTERESTS 
Often pursued in response to stalling, manoeuvring is a strategy employed by negotiators to 
'out-flank' and circumvent the interests of others in the pursuit of their own interests. 
Specifically, the strategy involves by-passing some interests or altering the 'rules' of 
negotiation in a way that diminishes the importance, relevance and legitimacy of others. In this, 
it is similar to the licensed withdrawal and redrawing of conceptual boundaries discussed in 
Chapter 7 and is also cognisant of the importance ascribed to various policy spaces and places. 
However, manoeuvring is distinguishable from these by its concem for the specific conflicts 
within boundaries and its selections between sites of struggle. That is, it is a strategy 
associated with the particular within settlement parameters; more idiosyncratic and attentive to 
local and otherwise illegitimate and discontinuous activity. 
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One example of such manoeuvring is illustrated in the account of Braddy's deal with Dawkins. 
After having made the trade - the chairmanship of a review in exchange for a reassessment of 
the Queensland 'figures' - the resulting working party stalled in its negotiations and appeared to 
be headed towards the maintenance of existing arrangements (see Chapter 7). Initially agreeing 
to address these issues within one arena, Tabrett and Stephenson then changed tack: 
... bugger this working party official. Let's go for the big smff. And so that's when the 
Premier got seriously involved ... in the direct negotiation ... without actually having a 
long and protracted working party task [force] going over the data. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 
369) 
Manoeuvring of this kind was also illustrated in the circumstances surrounding the initial ttade 
agreement, negotiated, as it was, outside the formal and public arenas established for the 
settlement of higher education entry policy. More generally, manoeuvring engages different 
arenas, negotiations and negotiators, circumventing the vocalities of some and giving a new 
positioning and voice, even if only temporarily, to others. 
A further account of manoeuvring is evident in the discussion above conceming unmet demand 
and its counter-argument of smdent mobility. Although perhaps initially engaged as a strategy 
to stall negotiations, student mobility, and its attendant argument for a national system of 
admission to university informed by common ways of comparing Year 12 student results 
across States, evolved as a way to manoeuvre around unmet demand. In describing the 
genealogy of such sttategic developments, Tabrett suggests that: 
... one group who'll be pushing it is the Commonwealth, again because it'll get them off 
this policy hook about shifting load. If they can say, 'Well, anyone can apply anywhere 
and go anywhere easily and there are no formal barriers to that', then that gets them a bit 
off that policy hook that they really need to put political pressure on Victoria to get rid of 
places. So they'll be supporting it. But the other bunch that are supporting it - this is 
what makes me really cross - is the bloody Directors of Admission Centtes because they 
can become a national empire, you know. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 385) 
Whereas the first example of manoeuvring involved the circumvention of licence, out-flanking 
the vocalities of negotiators, this second example, particularly in its initial comments, is 
illustrative of manoeuvring around agendas; making connections and disconnections with 
arguments, selecting and reordering their supportive data and generally 'getting off the hook' 
through reworking the nature of the 'hook'. Again, these strategic manoeuvres did not go 
unnoticed by their competitors: 
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... our view in Queensland about central level [admissions] is that it's unnecessary and 
essentially will be disfracting from this need to have more places in Queensland, because 
once you've got a national system and everybody can apply [to anywhere in Australia] ... 
why should you worry about the number of places in each State. (Wilson, AUA, p. 251) 
But perhaps what helped such strategy to shift from stalling to manoeuvre, to transform the 
intent of the argument from delay to altemative, was die initiation of direct negotiations with the 
university admissions centres in each of the States. Even though universities are free to set 
their own entry requirements, they were not unaccustomed to federal 'controls developing 
through the back door' (Rosenman, AUA, p. 172), coercing them into such things as giving 
priority to school leavers and establishing systems of credit transfer, effectively influencing 
'under what conditions we take them in' (Rosenman, AUA, p. 172). Hence, DEET's approach 
to admission cenfres to lay the foundations for a central admissions system, even though the 
centres were not directiy accountable to them, involved familiar strategy. To initiate the 
manoeuvre: 
Stephen [Pincus, a bureaucrat in DEET] came to see us about a few things, and one of 
them was the need for DEET to have eariy information to advise the Ministers and so on, 
and we suggested he write to our [Australasian] Conference [of Tertiary Admissions 
Centres (ACTAC)]. You know, we have a group of us [States] that have admission 
centres and we meet at least twice a year. And he did, and we all agreed to supply it. 
(McClelland, CIA, p. 533) 
Having established this altemative route, DEET began utilising its connections to pursue 
centralised admission. In particular, what was initially an avenue to receive statistical 
information became an opportunity to establish common methods of comparison amongst the 
States' qualified university applicants. As a first step towards encouraging student mobility: 
... the curtent project we're working on [for DEET], which they gave us quite a bit of 
money to do ... [is] called Higher Education Applicant Data Collection ... DEET are very 
interested in trying to get group national statistical collections ... We're all working 
towards, where possible - without infringing on State's individuality - ... [a] defensible 
way of comparing the various Year 12 results across all States ... It's interesting. If that 
had been raised for debate ... here or there, or anywhere in Australia in any sort of 
representative group, you would have been arguing for about three years, I'd say. 
(McCleUand, CIA, pp. 534-535,538) 
Indeed, this is what makes manoeuvring such a useful strategy: its ability to sidestep influences 
that would halt, slow, divert and modify the pursuit of particular interests. This is the strategy 
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of manoeuvring: its circumvention of agendas and licenses, particulariy the way in which it by-
passes the vocality of competing policy actors. 
8.7 LOBBYING: NEGOTIATING THE COALITION OF INTERESTS 
However, not all vocalities can be out-manoeuvred in this way. Some conditions and interests, 
and some individuals and groups command an importance within policy settlements that is 
difficult to avoid, often because of their authoritative licence. Lobbying attempts to address 
such authority, not through evasion but through coalition. Its strategy is to seek agreement 
through renegotiating what Stuart Hall refers to as a settlement's 'ruling bloc': 'an alliance of 
social forces, organised around the state and composed of different factions' (1984, p. 30). 
That is, lobbying involves policy actors - not just those narrowly designated as 'lobbyists' - in 
enlisting support for specific interests by establishing coalitions that increase the power-base of 
interest conglomerates, particularly in relation to those who might previously have held the 
upper hand within contexts of negotiation. 
In a sense, several of the negotiating strategies described in this Chapter share elements of this 
intent and find application in lobbying encounters. But lobbying is also distinctive in its target -
authorities of influence - in its preference for informal and private arenas of engagement, and in 
its specific sttategy of reforming mling blocs within contexts of policy production. Further, 
and related to targeting, lobbying is a strategy primarily engaged by interests with 
comparatively limited claims to jurisdiction within particular arenas. There are several examples 
of such strategy throughout the negotiation of Austtalian higher education entry particulars but 
few more enlightening than those disclosed by Leigh Tabrett (Director, Office of Higher 
Education, Queensland Department of Education). Tabrett's commentary on lobbying, 
encompassed within her genealogy of the struggles associated with the University of 
Queensland (UQ) and its search for a new campus, is worth recounting at length: 
If you ask me to describe all this stuff I would just say that it depends on coalitions of 
interest and influence at particular times. A really good example is this debate about the 
next campus of UQ - where it's going to be. David Hamill [the Queensland Minister for 
Transport] has in his [Ipswich] electorate a major railway workshop, which is [also] in 
his portfolio responsibility and which is about to be closed down. Both electorally and in 
terms of resources it's sensible not to just let it go to waste ... [and] he thinks it would be 
good to make that into a university. Now, the University of Queensland wants to have a 
campus and it wants to have it sort of out that way and it has already got it's eye on a bit 
of dirt ... So, what you have is UQ with certain interests [and] the Minister for Transport 
with other interests ... [Then] other bureaucracies - Treasury - don't want that outcome 
[for that site] because they say it's going to be too expensive. But because the Minister 
for Transport is involved, he can say, 'Well, transport won't be available to other sites' 
... It really is a question of what flows together politically ... what evidence and stuff you 
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can put together at any one time ... [and] it'll be influenced by things like who's on the 
Ipswich University Advocacy team and if it includes Bill Hayden [the Australian 
Govemor-General and former Member of the Federal Pariiament, representing Ipswich] 
and Llew Edwards [the University of Queensland Chancellor and former Deputy Premier 
of Queensland] ... The State Govemment can have the best rational framework for 
deciding this stuff in the world [but] nothing is as simple as that. (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 
389-390) 
There are at least two issues in these comments worth highlighting with respect to such 
sttategy. First, and to reiterate, lobbying is generally engaged within private and often informal 
policy arenas in which lobbyists seek to secure 'influence ... through informal coalitions of 
stakeholders ... [But] these things don't just work because of what meetings you go to' (Kelly, 
CIA, p. 498). Indeed, the architectural origins of the word 'lobby' is indicative of the 
strategy's engagement in spaces less recognised for their licence to formally produce policy. 
For example, in the negotiation of Australian higher education entry policy 'a lot of things 
happen in corridors' (Whittleston, BPA, p. 413) as well as 'in the bar and at dinner, and over 
coffee and wherever' (Tabrett, BPA, p. 365). 
A second aspect of lobbying is also alluded to by Tabrett in what she refers to as 'what flows 
together politically'. Lobbying might seek the cover of rationality, as part of its sttategy, but its 
character is primarily political. At one level lobbying might appeal to ideology associated with 
political parties, as described in Chapter 7 and above regarding the lobbying of the Federal 
Labor Govemment by the Queensland Labor Government for more university places in 
Queensland. In those negotiations: 
... basically what we've done is we've tried to use the Minister and the Premier in direct 
lobbying with the relevant Minister and the Prime Minister, but also in building up a bit of 
a public agenda in the press. That's difficult when you have Labor govemments at 
elections, both on the same side. But it has been effective. (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 361-362) 
Compare here the target group for lobbying, the Federal Minister and Prime Minister - licensees 
of considerable influence - and the license of the strategists who held positions of significance 
but by comparison were not as influential in jurisdictions of higher education. Again, lobbyists 
are typically in positions of lesser formal and contexmal authority and seek alliances with those 
who are similariy or better endowed; the point of Tabrett's reference to Bill Hayden and Llew 
Edwards above. Note also that even though the public arena of the press was engaged, it 
served to add weight to Queensland's lobbying within more private arenas rather than serving 
as the primary forum for negotiation. There is a certain implication here, too, of the 'flowing 
together' of party politics and personal politics, described as a 'marrying of an ideology with a 
personal interest - a higher principle which might be equity, for example, marrying that with a 
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personal interest and bringing those together to give it more weight to move forward' (Tabrett, 
BPA, p. 389). 
Indeed, this political coalition of principle and the personal was very much an interactive affair. 
For example, before a more formal and public AEC meeting: 
... Paul [Braddy, Queensland Minister for Education] would meet with [John] Dawkins 
[Federal Minister for Employment, Education and Training] and he would come out and 
say, 'Listen, you blokes, this is what we've agreed. What you've got to do is go and get 
a couple of votes'. So we'd go and work on whoever we thought from earlier 
discussions, might be persuadable. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 365) 
Their sttategy in lobbying other States was: 
... to weigh in as many things [as possible], and where you think there are people who 
are susceptible to rational argument, then you use good rational argument, and where you 
think people have got personal Achilles heels [you use] another. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 390) 
But without appealing to the personal and lobbying solely on the basis of its principles of 
higher education entry: 
... typically, Queensland would find itself in a coalition at the moment with WA [Westem 
Australia] which has a similar population kind of mix. And, maybe New South Wales 
although. New South Wales has been very underdone in this lobbying area, historically. 
They really have had a very weak kind of sttucture for lobbying on behalf of higher 
education, and so they've been behind the eight ball ... [W]e'd try to build a coalition 
with WA, but there aren't a lot of coalitions possible in this stuff, and Queensland and 
WA together are pretty weak in the face of South Austtalia, Victoria, and New South 
Wales. (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 376-377) 
To be more effective, then, lobbying needs to transcend the boundaries between principle and 
the personal, irtespective of which motivates the interests of lobbyists themselves. This was 
also understood within other arenas of the state where bureaucrats, seeking to advance their 
own goals for higher education entry with ministers and govemments, would: 
... imbibe all this macro stuff about the economic environment and we constmct 
rationales that are influential in those terms. Now, a lot of it's unresearched and untested, 
but there's no doubt that we argue for certain things in terms of what we describe as 
perceived economic advantage. And then you also try to create a coalition of interests 
with what you know to be the Minister's personal interests ... [S]ome ministers are better 
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tiian others at principles and policy broadly and some are much more framed by personal 
experiences and understandings. (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 387-388) 
This dual strategy of lobbying on the basis of principle and appealing to the personal, 'with a 
view to getting [the Minister's] interest in maintaining a scheme that you're committed to' 
(Tabrett, BPA, p. 389) and that might secure extra funding for universities in regional 
Queensland: 
... has political interests because ministers get to go and open prawn farms and 
horticulture networks and buildings ... It's good news for the Government in [outback] 
regions and Labor govemments, typically, need good news in rural areas because that's 
not their traditional electorate. So, it gives them a lot of opportunities to go and look 
good with an electoral base that they wouldn't normally get much association with. And 
then, if you can create some [coalitions] in areas that he's really interested in, like the 
environment or whatever - [areas that he is] personally interested in ... then that's even 
better. And if he can do it in his electorate - better still. (Tabrett, BPA, pp. 388-389) 
Remming to the struggle over the site for a new University of Queensland campus, Tabrett 
summarises lobbying as a strategic and particular discursive practice. Specifically, given the 
various interests within the Government, the bureaucracy and the University, the work of 
lobbying is to: 
... get them all together and story it. You'd be foolish to believe that the outcome would 
be rational, that is, that [the railway workshop] would necessarily be the best property in 
the best place demographically ... [T]he test is then, what will be the most pressing 
political story that will be most believable and serve the ends of the most powerful and 
influential in the process. (Tabrett, BPA, p. 389) 
8.8 CONCLUSION 
The intention of this Chapter has been to uncover a multiplicity of genealogies exposing the 
struggles and conflicts in negotiating the settlement particulars of Australian higher education 
entry from 1987 to 1996, and complement the strategies identified in Chapter 7 that establish 
settlement parameters. Specifically, six strategies have been disclosed as significant in such 
negotiation: strategies of trading, bargaining, arguing, stalling, manoeuvring, and lobbying. 
Each have been considered separately but most have been shown to be interrelated and 
interdependent; their demarcation here serving the purposes of analysis more than a strict 
account of their engagement within settlement. What has also been conveyed is a sense of 
interaction amongst various policy actors and their vocalities. It has not always been the case 
that the dominant have prevailed but sttategy has allowed for difference from and discontinuity 
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with the unitary claims of the well-located, albeit against a backdrop of the particular framed 
within broader settiement parameters. 
Such analysis might also usefully explain other instances of public policy production, not just 
that of Australian higher education entry policy. For example, Stephen Ball, writing about the 
origins and construction of the National Curriculum in Britain in the 1980s, summarises well 
the strategic interaction within settlements claimed above when he suggests that policy 'is an 
amalgam of influences and voices and interests, from both within and outside' contexts of 
policy text production, themselves informed by settlements which ensure that policy 'contains 
compromises, assertions and some vagaries' (1990, p. 182). Moreover, similar to the 
relationship between the parameters and the particulars of settlement, while policy 'is a 
composite it can also be read, and was intended to be read, as a systematic whole' (Ball, 1990, 
p. 183). 
In presenting this genealogical account, this Chapter has attempted to illustrate and interact with 
the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 4 in particular, while some insights from 
Chapters 2 and 3 have also been raised at appropriate junctures. That is, the broad interest has 
been with identifying the specific and strategic aspects of policy settlements that highlight the 
'flow' of policy action (Thompson, 1984) and its constraining and enabling by constellations of 
social relations. A further intent has been to draw attention to the legitimating qualities of such 
strategy, although evidence has also been provided to illusttate the attempts of some strategies 
and sttategists to dissimulate the power imbalances within settiement and to reify the boundaries 
of legitimate interaction and interest differentiation. What becomes evident through such 
disclosures are the 'weapons' with which policy actors engage in the specifics of struggle and 
conflict, complementing the archaeology of settlement parameters offered in Chapter 7. 
Chapter 9, which follows, concludes the thesis with a final discussion of the research. In 
particular, it seeks to address matters for settlement - of policy, state and strategy - and to 
convey interpretations and meanings drawn from the research as a whole. 
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EXPLANATIONS IN POLICY SOCIOLOGY 
9.1 INTRODUCTION 
This final Chapter is primarily concemed with offering explanations of influence in policy 
production; explanations in policy sociology which are drawn from this research into the 
production of higher education entry policy in Australia. In brief, the conclusions offered by 
this research are embodied in what I have described as 'temporary policy settlements' which are 
strategically established (and disrupted) and negotiated by policy actors operating within and 
around the state. 
The Chapter begins by fielding theoretical-empirical matters for temporary settiement: the 
settling of policy and policy production relations; settlement parameters and particulars; strategy 
as productive of settiement coherence and complexity; and contextual matters of inter and intra-
settlementality. This is followed by a discussion of empirical-theoretical matters of policy and 
state: how settiement explains higher education entry policy in contexts which appear 
fragmented and differentiated amongst various arenas of policy production; and how settiement 
explains the influence of Australian state actors and their networks in the production of such 
policy. The Chapter concludes by considering methodological-theoretical and empirical-
theoretical matters raised within this account and which warrant further research: namely, the 
historical method of policy sociology and the influence on the production of Austtalian higher 
education entry policy of policy-actor networks. It is to an explanation of these matters that the 
Chapter now mms. 
9.2 MATTERS FOR SETTLEMENT: THEORY/DATA CONCLUSIONS 
The central thesis of this research is that policy is produced within temporary settlements and 
that influence in this production of policy is related to influence in establishing and negotiating 
settlement parameters and particulars. At one level, this is simply another way of saying that 
policy is produced discursively and that settlements amount to discourses that dominate the 
sensibilities of particular social formations. Indeed, policies, like Austtalian higher education 
entty policy, are perhaps best understood as reflections of particular policy settlements, such as 
the Keynesian economic settlement of the 1960s and eariy 1970s or, as suggested in Chapters 6 
and 7, the dominance of neo-classical economics in the 1980s and 1990s. Given these 
understandings, policy is not simply an outcome of settlement; an assessment that is inclined to 
narrowly imply policy products which are static in form and policy processes which are linear 
in progression. Broader understandings suggest a different relation between policy and its 
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production, one that claims boundaries which are less distinct and which emphasises 
interconnections. Hence, to speak of policy as process, as this relationship does, is to speak of 
policy always in production; never complete, always in a state of becoming, as illusttated in the 
changes to Australian higher education entry policy canvassed in Chapter 6. Even policies 
represented in written documents, such as The Review of Tertiary Entrance in Queensland 
(1990), can be shown to have this fluidity given their 'readerly' and 'writerly' colonisation by 
different social actors variously located. 
Perhaps what can be said about policy - if it can be separated at all from its processes of 
production, and 1 doubt that it can - is that it represents one brief discursive moment 'frozen' in 
time and space and representative of the prevailing policy settlement. Such speculation 
recognises that policy is discemible, but its location within specific contexts means that its 
discemment is always relationally informed. Higher education entry policy, for example, can 
be distinctiy identified but only in relation to other policies and the settlements which produced 
them. This is not to suggest a one-to-one correspondence; eariier reference to the agency of 
social actors has already discarded such an instmmental proposition. Rather, the claim is that 
settlements produce or predict policies tendentially. The Keynesian welfare state, for example, 
implied certain general directions for economies but the policy specifics of these were displayed 
differentiy in different social and material contexts, at different rates, and then not by all states. 
Similariy, as this research has argued in Chapter 6, even if only briefly, entry settlements in 
higher education were negotiated differentiy through time in the United Kingdom and in the 
United States - respectively characterised by sponsorship and contest - in comparison to their 
negotiation in Austtalia where there is evidence of both sponsorship and contest. 
To make these points more informative of policy production, there are two intertelated aspects 
of settlement that warrant explanation and which extend Etzioni's (1967) notion of 'mixed 
scanning' discussed in Chapter 2. As argued in more detail in Chapters 4,7 and 8, settlements 
can be characterised hy parameters within which pohcy particulars are negotiated. Moreover, it 
is the parameters of these settlements which tend towards policy coherence, or what might more 
cogentiy be described as discursive dominance, and it is their particulars which are more 
accommodating of complexity. Hence, within Australian higher education's diversified-entry 
settlement, 'targeted-access' was expressed differentiy at and within different sites of the 
Unified National System (UNS) of Australian universities. At the same time, various 
universities interpreted (and produced) targeted-access policy in quite distinctive ways and in 
some respects their practices collectively set the parameters for a 'global' policy within the 
UNS. One interviewee, referted to in Chapter 7, describes this relationship between settlement 
parameters and particulars as 'high policy' superimposed over the existing policy activities of 
others, although he also demonsttates the framing qualities of high policy for new activity in his 
explanation of Viviani's policy-making approach: 
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... she came about it from, really, and I don't mean this negatively, from a political 
standpoint. She's a political scientist in a sense, and so she came about it from setting up 
a set of policies that would perhaps go down reasonably well with the public and with the 
govemment and so on, and then, not being too fussy about the detail undemeath them -
let the detail, in a sense, fall out how it might, but get the policies right. She often used to 
say to us, "Oh, what I'm interested initially in is getting the settings right - the policy 
settings right. We'll worry about the detail later." (Pitman, CIA, p. 568) 
Yet, recognition of the specific as one part or a function of the general does not by itself 
adequately account for the macro-micro distinction identified by much policy analysis or, for 
that matter, for the temporary nature of settlement coherence - illustrated in qualified-entry 
'giving way' to diversified-entry - and the possibility for policy particulars to extend beyond 
their discursive parameters. This is an explanation appropriately reserved for and pursued 
through sttategy. Demonstrated most clearly in this research into the production of Austtalian 
higher education entry policy is that strategy is defined by and represents the attempts of 
particular individuals and groups of individuals to generalise their interests across the interests 
of others. In other words, strategy is implicitiy informed by specific interests which are often 
'hidden' or subsumed within more general meta-narrative accounts; it operates out of the micro-
politics of policy production but is projected into the realm of its macro-politics. Strategy, 
understood in these terms, also explains the asymmetrical namre of policies and the settiements 
they reflect; it explains not just that disparities in power relations exist but that these are the 
outcome of stmggles and conflict amongst interests unequally positioned and enabled. Sfrategy 
also points to the strategic manoeuvring through which these stmggles and conflicts are 
discursively engaged, which also explains why a particular locality does not always guarantee 
dominance. 
Further, given sfrategy's specific generation and general projection, it simultaneously works at 
both levels of settlement to establish parameters around policy agendas, actors and contexts and 
to negotiate the particulars of their engagement; weaving parameters and particulars together in 
relation. While these sttategies are intertelated more closely below, the contribution of this 
research is that 'global' or parameter-setting strategies involve the prescription, incorporation, 
leverage, currency, mediation and dislocation of policy agendas, as well as the issuing of 
licences for particular authorities, changes, conditions, and contexts. Within these parameters, 
the research evidence is that 'local' sttategies of negotiation, or 'tactics' as some refer to them 
(Dale, 1989, p. 71; Jessop, 1990, p. 205), engage policy producers in trading, bargaining, 
arguing, stalling, manoeuvring and lobbying. These latter strategies of negotiation, discussed 
in Chapter 8, are engaged in the 'acmal functioning' (Habermas, 1994) of policy production in 
higher education entry, whereas those identified in Chapter 7 - strategies in establishing 
settlement parameters - are concemed with the formation of policy settlements; the rules 
constitutive of the architecmre of Austtalian higher education entry. 
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What should not be assumed by this connection between settlement parameters and particulars 
is a unidirectional relationship, as the reference above to targeted access contests. Still, it is in 
keeping with the character of sttategy to imply one; to construct a general account out of the 
specific and claim coherence and a unity of purpose. Such understanding recognises that 
sttategies, global and local, are also susceptible to displacement by other sttategies similarly and 
specifically constructed. By extension, it is through strategy that settlements can be disrupted 
or thrown into crisis by competing discourses which challenge their dominance and seek their 
modification or replacement. The dislocation of the National Party's higher education entry 
policy by the Australian Labor Party at the 1989 Queensland election is a case in point; the 
success of which was best illustrated when the National Party adopted, albeit late, the discourse 
of its Labor Party opposition. Indeed, as sfrategy, crisis discourses that unsettle policy and its 
production are littie more than altemative settlements advocating their own salience through the 
displacement of others' current dominance. Crises do not arise 'ovemight'. Rather, they are 
settlements-in-waiting; like political parties in opposition, they are never fully conquered and 
always contributing to varying degrees to the temporary and dynamic nature of existing 
settlements. Jessop explains these relations well when he comments: 
Even where there is a dominant accumulation strategy we can expect to find 
supplementary or countervailing sttategies ... At the same time it is important to recognize 
that there will be several tactics which can be followed in pursuit of a given sttategy ... 
This plurality of tactics thereby creates a margin of manoeuvre for non-hegemonic 
factions and dominated classes to pursue their respective 'economic -corporate' demands. 
This may pose threats to the successful implementation of the dominant accumulation 
strategy. However, if the pursuit of these interests is conducted within the framework of 
the dominant strategy (thus moderating the demands of all), it is more likely to contribute 
to the equilibrium of compromise. (Jessop, 1990, p. 205) 
There is one further and somewhat important characteristic of settlement that has become 
evident through this research and which is implied in some of what has already been explained. 
That is, settlements, and the strategies that are implicated in their constmction, are contextually 
sensitive. At one level this means that settiement parameters and particulars respectively 
constitute the particulars and parameters of other settlements. This is not just recognition of an 
'inter-settiementality' but also that settiements are embedded in each other; an 'intra-
settlementality', to extend the analysis and the alliteration. For example, the parameters of a 
diversified-entry settlement in Australian higher education entry can also be described as the 
particulars of a post-Keynesian settlement of the Australian economy. Similarly, as already 
noted in relation to targeted access, the particulars of diversified-entry can be understood as the 
parameters for particular settlements within higher education institutions. The observation is 
that 'local' and 'global' contexts (and their settlement) are identifiable only in relation to other 
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contexts (and settlements) and therefore are not in themselves irtedeemably fixed as local or 
global. 
This intta-setdementality could be likened to a set of Russian babushka dolls, one fitting inside 
another, although this is perhaps too neat an explanation and does not fully account for the 
evidentiary data of a less vertical 'inter-settlementality'. For example, higher education entry 
policy, as a reflection of a diversified-entry settlement, has been shown at several points to be 
intertelated with (un)employment policy, intimately so when the displacement of individuals 
from one queue to another is highlighted. There are settiement junctures, too, within the 
education arena itself where higher education entry policy intersects with schooling, university, 
and technical education settlements. And these intersections seem complicated further when 
policy actors at various levels of the state and their respective claims to authority are considered. 
Indeed, higher education entry in Austtalia provides a good example of the multiple interests of 
state actors and their claims to authority, an issue which is taken up further below. What 
emerges, then, is that policy is often influenced by or reflective of a number of settlements, 
although some still appear as more influential than others in terms of the production of 
particular policies. 
It is the contextual relevance and sensitivity of settlement strategies that offers explanation of 
this relative influence on policy by settiements. That is, the accommodation of particular 
discursive settlements within particular contexts and their ability to influence policy production 
is dependent on the 'success' or otherwise of strategy or the extent to which it is able to 
incorporate specific interests within its general ambit. This has as much to do with strategies 
that establish settiements as it has with strategies that negotiate them, since both are locally 
induced and globally 'minded'. Indeed, a contextual awareness of settlements, particularly of 
their intra-settlementality, suggests that to hold to an absolute distinction between groups of 
settiement strategies is to fail to see their interconnections in both establishing 'rules of 
formation' and negotiating 'forms of interaction' for policy and its production. Through 
strategy it is possible, then, to recognise that settlement parameters are just as likely to be 
negotiated in quite specific arenas and that settlement particulars are able to be established in 
more general contexts. The contention here is that distinctions between strategies that establish 
and negotiate settlements is an explanation that provides different ways of exploring the same 
political activity - what brings settiements together and how they operate - rather than 
categorically separate accounts of separate sttategy. 
To summarise these theoretical-empirical matters, temporary settlements can be likened to 
dominant discourses in particular contexts which establish and negotiate processes that produce 
and influence policy; policy that is understood in relation and as a reflection of its productive 
settiement rather than specifically determined by it. Settlements, therefore, are characterised by 
coherence and complexity embodied in strategically related parameters and particulars, the 
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former a site of significant activity by state actors. It is sttategy that is at the heart of settlement: 
establishing and negotiating global and local arenas of influence, implicated in their asymmetry, 
and even contributing to settlement's temporary formation through discourses of crisis and the 
advocacy of new settiements. Contextually dependent, settlements are also characterised by 
both an inter and intra-settiementality, informed by and informing of other settlements around 
and within them. 
9.3 MATTERS OF POLICY AND STATE: DATA/THEORY CONCLUSIONS 
It is within such theorising of temporary settiements that specific matters of policy and state can 
be more fully explained. In particular, this section narrates how policy settlements 
accommodate coherence and complexity amongst higher education entry policies within 
Australia and the involvement of Australian state actors in their production. The central 
proposition is that Australian higher education entry policy has a temporary coherence when 
conceived in terms of settlement which enables it to reconcile the 'fragmented' influences on its 
production, illustrated by the involvement of state actors variously located and their interaction 
with various policies and policy contexts. 
To elaborate, in Australia there is not one single unified cohesive policy document or position 
on higher education entry. Moreover, while there are policies of this (or similar) nomenclature 
within most Austtalian States and Territories, these are often buttressed onto or located within 
their respective and independent schooling policies - albeit nationally 'framed' - and are often 
nartowly concemed with (predominantiy numerical) mechanisms for determining potential 
students' eligibility for entry into higher education. (See Appendix I for an outiine of other 
determinants of entry.) As indicated in Chapter 6, there are historical reasons for these 
arrangements, the most prominent of which relate to Australia's constitutional configuration, 
the Federal/States agreement on university funding reached in 1974, and the initial involvement 
of Austtalian universities in establishing senior secondary school curricula and assessment. 
More recentiy and in a context of federal govemment inducement, technical and further 
education (TAFE) - also a policy responsibility of States and Territories - has been related to 
schooling, partly through these same mechanisms of student selection; foregrounding further 
contingencies within the higher education arena. Other matters of higher education entry 
policy, such as appropriate student preparation for university study and the availability of 
student places, are primarily addressed by policies of Australian federal governments and, 
similarly, are 'contained' within or entangled amongst broader concems of Australian education 
(and its financial) provision. To complete the equation laid out in Appendix I, entry is also a 
policy matter for higher education institutions, designated as such by the State legislation 
through which they were established. This presents universities with opportunities to regard 
issues of student preparation and eligibility very differentiy and even for individual institutions 
to express these understandings differently across their various campuses, faculties. 
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departments, courses, and units. 
Any one of these interests, as at least one interviewee explains in Chapter 8, has the potential to 
subvert or curtail to some degree the interests of the others. Yet, more often they are 
sttategically held together in agreements that temporarily 'settle' which events and activities are 
to be given legitimacy within Australian higher education entry policy and the relative 
importance of these events and activities within it. These settlements, then, are not simply a 
collection of policy specifics and nor are they merely an outworking of a coordinated general 
policy framework. As implied above, the relationship is far more dialectical: that is, the local is 
tumed towards a global objective which consttains and enables the vocalities of others. This is 
well illustrated in the discussion in Chapter 7 of coercive levers and the example of federal 
govemment and instimtional negotiation over comparatively minimal amounts of funding but 
which had effects on institutional spending beyond these federal interventions. Extrapolating 
further from the research data, it is evident that policy, as a reflection of settlement, can be 
represented in a number of policy texts. Again, it is not just that the intertextuality of these texts 
defines the 'other' but that their multiple relations interact to form policy 'systems'. Hence, 
Henry and Taylor (1994) write of a 'Finn-Carmichael-Mayer policy triad' which heralds a 'new 
vocationalism' in post-compulsory schooling. In a similar vein, this research has demonsttated 
a complex policy mix of State, federal and instimtional policies that constimte Austtalian higher 
education entry pohcy and which have been described as higher education entry settlements. 
Specifically, the evidence of this thesis is that over the research period from March 1987 to 
March 1996, a number of policies contributed to and were derived from a new settlement of 
Australian higher education entry. This new 'diversified-entry' into Australian universities 
represented a shift in the organising logic of higher education from privileging specific and 
narrow entry qualifications to accepting a diversification of experiences, knowledge and 
credentials as appropriate for entry purposes, giving credence to a broader range of 
preparations, eligibility and entry points for university study. Evidenced in changes to TAFE 
and employment policies of both State and federal govemments, such diversity was also 
reflected in a reappraisal of university study as the 'natural' progression from secondary 
schooling; for some secondary school students, university entry was either 'abandoned' 
altogether or repositioned after other post-school destinations. Yet, the seeming contradiction 
of this diversified-entry is the way in which its new artangements also served to maintain the 
entry advantages of a narrow group of the Australian population and continued to 'displace' 
university access for other groups. That is, the more open contest for university places 
introduced through the mechanisms of diversified-entry, such as Open Leaming Australia 
(OLA), was accompanied by the continued sponsorship of an elite, often through these same 
mechanisms. An important point here, then, is that no one policy is able to provide a sense of 
the complexity and coherence evident in this settling of higher education entry; dialectical 
understandings which are more apparent when conceived in terms of a policy mix or policy 
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settlement. 
As noted in Chapters 2 and 3, it is also such explanation that makes it difficult to theoretically 
and empirically separate understandings of policy from understandings of the state. That is, to 
know policy is to know the settlement it reflects; to know settlement is to know the strategic 
involvement of state actors in its establishment and negotiation; and vice versa. Of course, this 
presupposes a commanding role for state actors in settlement formation and the evidence of this 
research is that they are certainly sttategically involved and largely dominant in the settling of 
Australian higher education entry policy. Some might suggest that this is a circular argument 
given the research concentration on these actors and their production of state policy, but such 
commentary relies on a dichotomous understanding of the state and its intemal and societal 
relations, discredited in Chapters 3 and 4. A more cogent explanation is to recognise that the 
Austtalian state is not static but has agency which ensures its dynamism and that state agents are 
not isolated from Australian society but interrelated with it. Here the value of Jessop's (1990) 
conception of the state as a strategic-relational terrain is that it recognises the state as an 
identifiable collection of actors, albeit differentiated and intertelated with society in general, but 
also that it is the strategic activity of state actors that enables the conjoining of complexity and 
coherence in policy production. Further, like policy, the state is contextually dependent; the 
analysis of both, therefore, needs to be engaged in specific social formations. In this particular 
case, then, the search for producers of Australian higher education entry policy revealed state 
actors as much as the analysis of the Australian state explained a particular understanding of 
policy production. 
What, then, do temporary settlements explain about Australian higher education entry policy 
and the Austtalian state? First, that the Australian state can appear uncoordinated and removed 
from policy production, especially with respect to the particulars of entry policies, and yet it 
maintains a dominant influence through its involvement in establishing the settlement 
parameters within which higher education entry policy is produced; an involvement that some 
have termed 'steering at a distance' (Kickert, 1991; Marceau, 1993). Secondly, that this 
dominance of state actors is secured through strategy and, therefore, is temporary; dominance is 
subject to dislocation by competing discourses of crisis and its maintenance requires continued 
sttategic activity, such as that required by state actors to address discourses of unmet demand. 
Thirdly, that settlements provide a more global account of higher education entry policy not 
fully explained by specific policies in specific arenas or by their simple aggregation. Fourthly, 
and somewhat repetitively, that influence on higher education entry policy is strategically 
secured by those who establish its production parameters. Historically, this has involved actors 
at both federal and State levels of the Australian state, their sometimes competing claims of 
representing the national interest and their investment with legislative authority to secure the 
compliance of Austtalian universities - themselves sites of the state. 
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9.4 MATTERS OF AND FOR RESEARCH: METHOD AND DATA ENQUIRIES 
Finally, to two matters variously explained within this research. The first concems a 
methodological-theoretical reference to the influence of history on policy sociology introduced 
in Chapter 1 and continued in Chapter 5, and which implies possibilities for expanding the 
analysis of policy sociology. The second is an empirical-theoretical issue related to what could 
be termed policy actor 'networks'; their continuous and discontinuous pattems of interaction, 
cooperation, and dependency. These are addressed briefly here and signal the need for further 
research. 
Policy sociology, as defined in Chapter 1, is 'rooted in the social science ttadition, historically 
informed and drawing on qualitative and illuminative techniques' (Ozga, 1987, p. 144) and 
'united by the conviction that "things", especially policy discourse, must be pulled apart' 
(Troyna, 1994a, p. 71). In this research I have argued that policy sociology also involves 
putting these 'things' back together, albeit differentiy artanged, and that this process, too, is 
historically and qualitatively informed. In other words, just as policy discourses are 
constructed, so are the discourses through which policy analysts account for these 
constmctions. Rejected by such analysis, then, is an empiricist historiography, objective and 
removed from its subject, that represents policy as a present outcome of a continuous past; the 
kind of history that ignores its own involvement in the manufacture of meta-narratives. In 
critically reworking relations of objectivity/subjectivity, structure/agency, time/space, and 
theory/data, this research engages and relates together three historical methods to conduct its 
analysis: those of historicism, archaeology, and genealogy. 
Through the first I attempt to retain something of a general account of policy in order to identify 
and describe policy settlements, and crises, in Australian higher education entry; to explain its 
coherence across specific times and spaces. In documenting the historicity of policy. Chapter 6 
also seeks to break down authorised accounts through its (re)interpretation of policy-related 
documents, making wider connections and producing themes and understandings not 
necessarily acknowledged by official policy representations. In short, it represents a contested 
endeavour to name and frame 'the policy' of Australian higher education entry. The 
archaeology of Chapter 7 attempts a somewhat different task: to establish the rules by which 
this policy was formed or produced. Through an analysis of policy-actor discourse, it seeks to 
establish the policy's conditions of existence, how it is divided, distributed, ordered, arranged, 
and united. In such historical method, the chronological continuity of policy is not so much an 
issue as its unity of constitution. Whereas, the genealogy of Chapter 8 places more emphasis 
on policy discontinuities, on revealing heterogeneity in Australian higher education entry 
settlements. That is, it attempts to account for how the production of policy operates, revealing 
contest and stmggle amongst policy producers. 
Rather than positioning these historical methods in opposition, I have stressed their value in 
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providing diverse explanations of influence in the production of Australian higher education 
entry policy; valuable methods in addressing research questions more generally represented by 
Kenway's (1990) analysis of the 'what', 'how' and 'why' of policy, discussed in Chapter 2. 
In other words, and as implied in Chapter 5,1 am aware that different research methods invoke 
different explanations and that these have consequences when addressing particular research 
questions; the choice of methods of research is not arbitrary. Indeed, while not wanting to 
suggest a one-to-one correspondence, each historical method employed within this research has 
tended to provide evidence that is more explanatory of one of Kenway's questions than the 
others. These are observations worth further research by policy sociologists, as are their 
relationships with questions of policy analysis proposed by other researchers, such as 'why 
now' and 'what are the consequences' (Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 1997). Further, 
while wanting to reaffirm the importance of exploring present policy configurations in terms of 
past struggles and contests, archaeology and genealogy provide policy sociology with other 
avenues to explore contemporary arenas of policy production through their respective histories 
of the present. 
Another area of potential research not fully pursued by this research, but which is 
acknowledged and broached to some degree through the distribution of policy actors into four 
groups, is that of policy-actor networks or communities. Certainly within organisations 
identified within the architecmre of Austtalian higher education entry and the research categories 
of policy actors there is evidence of cohesion, although there is also considerable complexity 
particularly amongst academics who seem most mobile across organisational and policy actor 
groupings. As one interviewee and previous academic and university administrator 
commented, policy makers are well aware of their relations across organisational boundaries 
and variously engage in these connections to advance certain agendas: 
I don't want to make it sound as if we're all in each other's pockets all the time. We've 
all got our own things to do, but it normally is quite effective and efficient to be able to 
talk with the other people in the network about how this issue might be best resolved, and 
what are the agenda items that you'd like to have made somewhat broader. (Cameron, 
CIA, p. 435) 
One possible way in which to research this complexity, to more fully explain the connections 
and disconnections amongst policy producers, might be to adopt what Considine (1994, p. 6) 
refers to as a 'forensic' analysis of policy makers, directed towards mapping networks of 
policy-actor influence. More broadly, Considine locates this within an anthropological 
approach to policy analysis, in which 'the accent is upon groups or clans, group processes, 
systems of groups and tribes linked together, and pattems in the way they interact' (1994, p. 
6). Many of these issues have already been engaged through the exploration of strategies in 
establishing and negotiating policy settlements. However, what has not been cleariy sought, at 
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least not in terms of networks of influence amongst policy makers, are the connections amongst 
strategies and diose who employ them. For example, lobbying - as discussed in Chapter 8 and 
illustrated in Australian Education Council negotiations - was engaged by seemingly similar 
policy actors and yet with different levels of success. 
While I would argue that policy communities by themselves cannot provide adequate 
explanation of influence variation in policy production, they could be analysed in relation to 
policy actors' intertelated utilisation of particular sttategies. The value of this analysis would be 
in its identification of which actors are best positioned to use particular strategies - or which 
strategies best position actors - and the collective nature of that positioning. Drawing on and 
extending the work of Considine (1994) and Lawton (1986), such research might begin by 
exploring policy-actor networks or communities according to their political, bureaucratic and 
professional category similarities. What is envisaged by these categories is not institutional 
location but analysis that stresses the intertextuality of policy-actor orientation, organisation, 
and occupation: the first emphasising within category similarities in their social experiences and 
their ways of understanding these; the second, similarities in their memberships, inductions, 
superiors, and associates; and the third, similarities in their standards, representatives, routines 
and requirements. These are matters for enquiry beyond the practical limits of this study but 
which would seem to warrant further consideration. 
9.5 CONCLUSION 
Throughout this study, coherence and complexity have been major recurring themes. Here, 
too, they form the basis of my concluding comments. That is, in one discursive moment I 
argue through this research for an appreciation for continuity and an acknowledgment of 
discontinuity in understanding influence in policy production. I have tried not to argue for a bit 
of both, but for both in full measure. This in itself implies considerable theoretical difficulty 
since both do not seem willing to sit together in comfort. In one sense, I am happy with this 
discomfort. Indeed, there is something uncomfortable about theory that provides neat 
explanation, perhaps because of its tendency towards a positivism which fails to recognise its 
own consttuction and its contexmal limitations. At the same time, I am atttacted to explanation 
but daunted by the difficult theoretical prospect of conjoining what do not seem to want to be 
joined. Yet, this is not necessarily the picture provided by the data and, as I have argued, 
perhaps a more cogent resolution is to recognise the involvement of theory in its own 
separation. 
The challenge for policy sociologists, then, becomes the constmction of adequate theory that 
can accommodate and reconceive of such apparent disparate interests. Giddens' (1984) well 
known theory of 'stmcturation' is such an exercise and my own theorising here of temporary 
policy settlements, conjoining parameters and particulars, is another more policy orientated 
attempt. Further, informed by Thompson's (1984) critique of Giddens' work, I have 
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endeavoured to explain (and retain) a certain messiness within this account by arguing that 
settlement parameters and particulars are strategically and contextually consttncted and related. 
At times I suspect that in such theorising I have erted on the side of coherence but even this 
self-critique constitutes a retum to dichotomies I have tried to avoid. Rather, the centtal 
argument of this research is that strategy, conceived within temporary policy settlements, 
provides die most coherent and complex explanations of influence in policy production. This is 
because sfrategy is concemed with representing particular and local interests as if they were 
those of more global tertains and this is at the heart of public policy. To extend Ball's (1990; 
1994a) observation, the evidence of this research is that 'policy matters' precisely because it is 
sttategic. 
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APPENDIX A: LETTER FROM PROFESSOR NANCY VIVIANI 
Brisbane, Q 
17 October, 1991 
Dear Trevor, 
Thanks very much for the copy of your thesis. I had a quick read and think it very good. You 
write very well and you certainly got across the issues well. I read it of course as a political 
scientist so while I recognise your models, my own approach would be to expand these to 
include other actors - the Department of Education, the parties, the Board, etc. 1 realise that this 
would have taken you beyond your set limits for a sub thesis, but you will need these exfra 
dimensions for a fuller account of the issue. 
Also, although you got the insiders' views right, because you don't deal with the substantive 
issues (for example, whether assessment can be improved enough to get rid of field positions), 
then the guts of the arguments among the interest groups and other interested parties "float" a 
littie. This is just to say that process is always related to substance and the focus of the relevant 
theory shifts accordingly. 
This is not an argument that you should have written a different MA thesis - indeed I think you 
did it very well in the frame you set. It is rather an argument for a wider focus if you pursue 
this topic for you PhD. 
The thesis is also a partial, in both senses of the word, insiders' account. 1 don't think you 
sttess this sufficientiy, but you certainly got a lot out of the interviews. A wider approach, 
including other actors, will certainly give such an account a more critical edge. You took your 
informants too much on what they said. 
It was interesting how literate the other 3 informants were and how colloquial and occasionally 
unclear I was. I was purposefully as frank as I could be because I meant to help you do this 
policymaking study. On balance there are only a couple of places where I would have wanted 
to make the points more clearly. 
Thanks for the opportunity to see the thesis. Please call me if you want the thesis retumed. 
Yours sincerely. 
Nancy Viviani 
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APPENDIX D.l: INFORMATION PACKAGE FOR INTERVIEWEES 
February, 1994 
Name 
Position/Tide 
Address 
Postcode 
Dear Name, 
I write to you as a PhD student researching the making of higher educadon entry policy within 
the Australian state. The research is being supervised by Dr Robert Lingard and Associate 
Professor Fazal Rizvi, Graduate School of Educadon, University of Queensland. A letter from 
Dr Lingard supporting the research project is enclosed for your perusal. 
The main aim of the research is to provide a clearer picture of the influences on the production 
of education policy within the Australian state - specifically higher educadon entry policy in 
Queensland since 1987. 
The study focuses on the interior of the Australian state - the individuals (politicians, 
bureaucrats, and professionals) and the structures across Federal and State levels of the 
Queensland site of the Australian state that impinge on the policy-making process. An 
information sheet which provides a general overview of the study is enclosed for your interest. 
My request is for an hour of your time to discuss how you think Australian higher education 
entry policy is made and the influences that are evident in such policy production. I anticipate 
that the discussion will be informal in nature, providing you with the opportunity to elaborate 
on those issues you fmd most relevant. 
I also request that the discussion be recorded after which it will be transcribed and retumed to 
you for your comments on its faimess, accuracy and relevance. Any information you provide 
will be treated strictly according to your wishes expressed at the time of our discussion and on 
the Interview Consent Form (enclosed). 
I am hopeful of arranging our discussion for a time on or around (give date - day or week) I 
will telephone you within the coming week to discuss the possibility of meeting with you and to 
arrange a specific time and location that are convenient to you. Alternatively, I can be contacted 
during business hours on (telephone number) at (work). 
Thank you for your time in considering this request and I look forward to speaking with you 
soon. 
Yours sincerely. 
Trevor Gale 
PhD Research Student 
The University of Queensland 
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APPENDIX D.2: INFORMATION PACKAGE FOR INTERVIEWEES 
POLICY PRODUCTION AND THE AUSTRALIAN STATE: 
HIGHER EDUCATION ENTRY IN QUEENSLAND 
TREVOR GALE 
PHD RESEARCH STUDENT 
Information Sheet 
This research seeks to describe, analyse and engage with education policy-making in the 
Australian state. It is in this respect distinct from most analyses of policy which provide little 
account (and in some cases no account) of the centrality of the state in education policy-making, 
and in social policy-making generally. 
The project is particularly concemed to take account of the interior of the Australian state as a 
constellation of sites across Federal and State levels, and policy-making as the subject of 
various and sometimes competing influences. 
In analysing and engaging with education policy-making in the Australian state this research 
project is framed by the particular case of higher education entry policy-making in Queensland 
post 1987. This particular site of education and of state policy-making appears to sit at the 
intersection of schooling policy, TAFE policy, and higher education policy. 
The significance of such policy intersection is to be found in more than their areas of 
overlapping content, but also in the various relationships between different levels of the 
Australian state that impinge upon policy production. Higher education entry policy sits, 
therefore, at the intersection of various forms of Australian education and various forms of 
Australian education policy-making. 
Also of significance is the time frame selected. The period since 1987 has witnessed the 
creation of the Federal Department of Employment, Education and Training, the green and 
white papers that led to the creation of the Unified National System of Australian Universities, 
and the expansion of higher education provision to Australians. 
Within Queensland, these changes were accompanied by the election (1989) of a Labor 
Queensland Govemment (die first in 32 years), the restructuring of the Queensland Department 
of Education (begun before the change in govemment but deepened because of that change), the 
establishment of the Office of Higher Education, the reviews (1987 and 1990, the former 
rejected and the latter implemented in 1993) of higher education entry in Queensland, and the 
establishment of die Tertiary Entrance Procedures Audiority (TEPA) in Queensland (1992). 
This research project seeks, then, to identify and understand those various and perhaps 
competing influences, of structures and policy makers, within the Australian state on the 
making of higher education entry policy in Queensland, since 1987. It seeks to explore the 
relationships amongst such structures and actors and to pursue a theory of education policy-
making diat acknowledges the complexity of practice. 
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APPENDIX D 3 : INFORMATION PACKAGE FOR INTERVIEWEES 
7th January 1994 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 
I write in relation to a research project which is being conducted by Trevor Gale for the award 
of a Ph.D. degree from The University of Queensland. The research is concemed to document 
and analyse the processes of policy-making in relation to entrance to higher education in 
Queensland for die period, 1987-1993. 
Trevor is an experienced researcher, having studied the Viviani review of the Tertiary Entrance 
Score in Queensland for his Master of Education Administration degree. He also has had 
lengthy experience as a teacher and now lectures in the Faculty of Education of The University 
of Central Queensland in Rockhampton. 
I believe Trevor's research will make a contiibution to our understanding of the policy process 
in education generally and specifically in relation to higher education entrance policy. His 
research will also make a contribution to our understanding of recent educational and public 
administration reforms. 
As Trevor's supervisor, I would be very appreciative if you would provide him with any 
assistance you can in relation to his research project. 
Dr Bob Lingard 
Senior Lecturer 
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APPENDIX D.4: INFORMATION PACKAGE FOR INTERVIEWEES 
POLICY PRODUCTION AND THE AUSTRALIAN STATE: 
HIGHER EDUCATION ENTRY IN QUEENSLAND 
TREVOR GALE 
PHD RESEARCH STUDENT 
Interview Consent Form 
(Ethical Clearance No. B/4/ED/94/PhD) 
1 I have been provided with an Information Sheet conceming the 
nature and purpose of the study. 
2 I realise that I have the right to withdraw consent at any time 
during the study. 
3 I realise that the interview is not intended to be confidential or 
anonymous 
4 I agree to clearly indicate to the researcher any matters in which I 
wish confidentiality to be respected or my anonymity to be 
maintained. 
5 I am aware that I may ask to examine the interview transcripts to 
ensure they are an accurate reflection of my statements. 
6 I wish to examine a transcript of my interview 
7 I wish to receive feedback on the research by: 
• being notified of the library location of the published study 
• receiving a summary of the published study 
• being placed on a waiting list for perusal of a copy of the 
published study 
• Personal contact from the researcher 
Yes/No 
Yes/No 
Yes/No 
Yes/No 
Yes/No 
Yes/No 
Yes/No 
Yes/No 
Yes/No 
Yes/No 
SIGNATURE OF INTERVIEWEE DATE 
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APPENDIX E: INTERVIEWEE RECORD OF CONTACT 
Name 
Title/Position:.... 
Postal Address:. 
Office Location: 
Phone 1: Phone t Fax 
E-mail: Secretary/Personal Assistant 
First Mailing (Covering Letter / Information Sheet / Supervisor's letter / Interview Consent Form): 
Phone Cat Commerts: 
Phone Cat Comments:. 
Interview Date: Time: Place. 
Transcript Draft Completed: Checked. 
Second Mailing (Covering Letter / Transcript Release Form / Transcript): 
Phone Cat Comments: 
Transcript Redrafted: Third Mailing (Corrected Transcript): 
Feed>ack Requested: Transcript (& any corrected transcripts): 
Library location of published study: Summary of published study: 
Waiting list to see published study: Personal contact from researcher: 
Other Comments: 
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APPENDIX F: SIGNIFICANT INDIVIDUALS! IN THE PRODUCTION OF 
AUSTRALIAN HIGHER EDUCATION ENTRY POLICY, 
MARCH 1987 - MARCH 1996 
The politicians and 
political advisors 
(PPA) 
Ahem, Michael 
Baldwin, Peter 
Barbagello, David 
Beazlely, Kim 
Bjelke-Petersen, Joh 
Botsman (Jnr), Peter 
Braddy, Paul 
Coaldrake, Peter 
Comben, Pat 
Cooper, Russell 
Crean, Simon 
Davis, Glyn 
Dawkins, John 
De Lacy, Keith 
Free, Ross 
Goss, Wayne 
Grau,Tim 
Hamill, David 
Hawke, Bob 
Keating, Paul 
Littleproud, Brian 
Mickel,John 
Noonan, Peter 
Powell, Lin 
Rudd, Kevin 
Sherrin, Craig 
Stephenson, Michael 
Summers, Peter 
Swan, Wayne 
Wells, Dean 
Whiddon, Rob 
The academics and 
university 
administrators 
(AUA) 
Bullock, Margaret 
Davis, Diana 
Edwards, Llew 
Evans, Glen 
Foots, James 
Hay, John 
Haydon, Anthony 
Maxwell, Graham 
Page, Les 
Porter, Douglas 
Rosenman, Linda 
Sadler, Royce 
Schwartz, Steven 
Viviani, Nancy 
Wilson, Brian 
Wiltshire, Ken 
Wright, Elizabeth (S) 
The bureaucrats and 
policy advisors 
(BPA) 
Botsman (Snr), Peter 
Costa, Neil 
Fitzgerald, Vince 
Gallagher, Michael 
Grant, Peter 
Groves, Jim 
Hickey, Paul 
Johnston, Neil 
Madieson, Ian 
McBryde,Bmce 
Milligan, Bruce 
O'Loughlin, Mary 
Ann 
Peach, Frank 
Phillips, David 
Pope, Bevan 
Ruby, Alan 
Scott, Roger 
Tabrett, Leigh 
Taylor, Greg 
Tramacchi,Ron 
Volker, Derek 
Whittleston, Shelagh 
; 
The "cowboys" and 
independent 
authorities (CIA) 
Allen, Reg 
Cameron, Barry 
Chubb, Ian 
Connors, Lyndsay 
Ferguson, Bill (S) 
Golding, Jim 
Hambly, Frank 
Imison, Ken 
Kelly, Mary 
Laver, Peter 
MacKee, Ross 
Mackie, Ian 
Martin, Lyn 
McClelland, Avril 
Morrow, Ann 
Mularvey, John 
Pitman, John 
Ramsey, Gregor 
Smith, Robert 
Spalding, Barbara 
Stanley, Gordon 
Watson, Louise (S) 
Wise, Christine 
EXPLANATORY NOTE: 
Names in italics - individuals interviewed as part of this research 
S - individuals who supplied information but were not interviewed 
^ Milligan refers to 'about 200 significant individuals ... ministers and advisors: bureaucratic, 
political and academic ... involved in those processes' (Milligan, BPA, p. 339). In addition to 
those listed here and within the chart pocketed at the end of this volume, other significant 
individuals are also named within the text of the Companion volume of interviews 
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APPENDIX G.l: TRANSCRIPT RELEASE LETTER AND FORM 
Date 
Name 
Position/Tide 
Address 
Postcode 
Dear Name, 
Thank you for your recent involvement in my PhD research into die making of higher education 
entiy policy within the Austtalian state and your helpful comments during our discussion. 
A ttanscript of that discussion is enclosed for your consideration. Could you please read 
through the transcript to confirm, where possible, those portions that are in doubt (indicated in 
bold and by ????) and annotate, where necessary, places that you feel do not accurately reflect 
your statements. Upon its retum to the above address, corrections to the ttanscript will be made 
and a final copy sent to you for your records. 
I have also enclosed widi this letter a Transcript Release Form. Please complete and retum this 
form even if you find the transcript to be a fair, accurate and relevant account of what was 
discussed and have no alterations that you wish to make. 
I look forward to receiving your confirmation of the transcript and thank you again for your 
assistance. 
Yours sincerely. 
Trevor Gale 
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APPENDIX G.2: TRANSCRIPT RELEASE LETTER AND FORM 
POLICY PRODUCTION AND THE AUSTRALIAN STATE: 
HIGHER EDUCATION ENTRY IN QUEENSLAND 
Transcript Release Form 
(Ethical Clearance No. B/4/ED/94/PhD) 
I have examined the transcript of our discussion regarding the making of higher education entty 
policy and have: 
found it to be a fair, accurate and relevant account of what was 
discussed. I retum this form as indication of my approval for 
the ttanscript to be used in your research as previously outiined. Yes/No 
made alterations to the text to improve the faimess, accuracy and 
relevance of the transcript with regard to higher education entry 
policy. I understand that these alterations will be made to the 
original and that a revised version will be retumed to me for my 
records. I retum this form as indication of my approval for the 
transcript, as amended, to be used in your research as 
previously outiined. Yes/No 
indicated those sections of the transcript in which I wish 
confidentiality to be respected and my anonymity maintained. Yes/No 
SIGNATURE OF INTERVIEWEE DATE 
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1 September, 1995 
Name 
Position/Tide 
Address 
Postcode 
Dear Name, 
I write conceming my doctoral thesis, which focuses on policy formulation in Austtalian higher 
education entry, and your previous involvement as an informant in these issues. 
In my letter to you last year I indicated that my thesis could possibly be submitted during 1995. 
It now seems likely that its submission will be during 1996 or early 1997. When its assessment 
has been finalised, I will contact you and inform you of the details as previously negotiated. 
Please find enclosed a copy of a paper I presented at this year's Equity and Access conference 
in Melboume, which seeks to frame present higher education entry policy in Austtalia. I plan to 
use a revised version of the paper as one of the chapters in my thesis and thought that you might 
be interested in reading it. The interviews have not been used in the paper although in some 
places they have informed its content. 
You might also be interested in a paper I recentiy had published in Vol. 21, No. 2 of The 
Australian Educational Researcher, tided 'Beyond caricature: Exploring theories of educational 
policy production and implementation'. A revision of this paper will also be utilised as part of a 
chapter within the thesis. 
Could you please inform me of any change of address so that I might keep you informed of the 
thesis' progress. 
Yours sincerely. 
Trevor Gale 
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APPENDIX H.2: INFORMATION LETTERS TO INTERVIEWEES 
AND DISSEMINATION OF EARLY RESEARCH DRAFTS 
15 April, 1996 
Name 
Position/Tide 
Address 
Postcode 
Dear Name, 
The submission date for my thesis, concerning policy formulation in Australian higher 
education entry, is drawing closer. I expect that it will be submitted sometime during this 
academic year or early in the next. 
I have enclosed a chart of structural relations in Australian higher education entry which I 
wondered whether you might look at and comment on. I am particulariy interested in any 
omissions in the diagram and any corrections that you think need to be made. In some places I 
have used question marks (??) to indicate information which I am particulariy unsure of. 
Please note that the chart relates to the period March, 1987 to March, 1996. The lines and 
arrows that link the various bodies do not necessarily indicate relationships of a hierarchical 
nature - although, this is so in several cases - but rather, which bodies tend to feed into which, 
with regard to issues of higher education entry. 
I would be very grateful if you were able to indicate on the chart any omissions or corrections 
and retum it to me as soon as you are able. If you would like a copy of the final version of the 
chart, please let me know when you retum the enclosed draft. 
I have also included details below with respect to the feedback you have requested from my 
research. Could you please check these records and let me know of any changes which should 
be made. 
Address: as above 
On completion of the thesis, you will be sent: 
• information of the thesis' library location - Yes/No 
• a copy of the thesis summary - Yes/No 
• a copy of the thesis for perusal and retum - Yes/No 
Thank you for your continuing interest and cooperation. 
Yours sincerely, 
Trevor Gale 
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